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Colorado Commodity rates; Colorado 
Mfgrs. Assn. et al. and Traffic Bureau 
of Sioux City Commercial Club et al. 
vs. Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe 
Ry. Co. et al.; p. 512; see decisions 
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Abilene Brokerage Co. et al. vs. A. & 
S. et al. Bananas. No. 6693, Sub. 
1; April 4. 

Adams, C. W., Lumber Co., Minnesota, 
vs. C. G. W. et al. Coal. No. 6552, 
Sub. 10; June 13. 

Adams Stave Co., Inc., Broken Bow, 
Okla., vs. T. O. & E. et al. Staves. 
No. 6441; Jan. 17. 

Adleta Paper Co. vs. C. & N. W. et al. 
Wrapping paper. No. 6544; Feb. 14. 
Aetna Powder Co. vs. Wabash et al. 
Dynamite. No. 6454; Jan. 17. Same 
vs. same. Same, Sub. No. 1; Jan, 17. 
Alamo tron Works vs. P. R. R. et al. 

Iron pipe. No. 6555; Feb. 14. 

Alliance Alfalfa Hay Co. vs. S. Ry. et 
al. Rules and regulations. No. 6876; 
May 23. 

Alsop, F. C., & Co. vs. N. P. rates and 
fares. No. 6715, Sub. 1; Mch. 21. 

American Fork & Hoe Co. vs. C. B. & 
Q. et al. Agricultural implements. 
No. 6582; Feb. 21. 

American Iron & Steel Mfg. Co. vs. C. 
& L. et al. Track bolts. No. 6728; 
April 4. 

American Linseed Co., N. Y. vs. C. & 
N. W. et al. Flax. No. 6978; June 20. 

American National Live Stock Assn., 
Corporation Commission of Arizona, 
and National Wood Growers’ Assn. vs. 
S. P. et al. Cattle. No. 6559; Feb. 14. 

American Naval Stores Co. vs. L. &. N. 
et al. Rosin. No. 6537; Feb. 14. 

American Refining Co. vs. M. K. & T. 
et al. Petroleum. No 6611; Mch. 7. 

American Refining Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
et al. Petroleum. No. 6644; Mch. 

American Refining Co. vs. C. B. & 
et al. Petroleum. No. 6643; Mch. 

American Refining Co. vs. M. K. & 
et al. Petroleum. No. 6613; Mch., 

American Refining Co. vs. St. L. & S. 
F. et al. Petroleum. No. 6612; Mch. 
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American Steel & Wire Co. vs. A. & 
V. et al. Wire. No. 6843; May 16. 
American Vulcanized Fibre Co., Dela- 
ware, vs. B. & O. et al. No. 6993; 

June 27. 

American Woolen Co., Boston, vs. N. 
Y. N. H. & H. Wool. No. 6858; May 
16. 

Anderson-Tully Lumber Co. et al. vs. 
I. C. et al. Lumber. No. 6656; Mch. 
14. 

Anheuser-Busch Brewing Assn. vs. C. 
R. lL. & P. et al. Empty beer pack- 
ages. No. 6755; April 18. 

Ann Arbor R. R. Co. Control of car 
ferries No. 6709; Mch. 21. 

Anson Gilkey and Hurd Co. et al. vs. 
S. P. Sash, doors, ete. No. 6490; 
Jan. 31. 

Anthony, Wm. H., vs. L. V. et al. Po- 
tatoes. No. 5763; April 18. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. A. 
T. & S. F. et al. Sugar and syrup. 
No. 6806; May 2. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. A. 
T. & 8S. F. et al. Second hand automo- 
> a and gas engines. No. 6553; Feb. 
14, 

Arizona Lumber & Timber Co. Box 
shooks. No. 6619; Mch. 7 

Armour Grain Co. ys. I. C. 
6681; Mch. 14. 


Astor, John Jacob, vs..St. L. & S. F. 


Coal. No. 6655; Mch. 14. 


Astoria, Oregon, vs. Spokane, P. & s. | 


Wheat. No. | 
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et al. Class and commodity. No. 
6523; Feb. 14. 

Atchison, Topeka, & Santa Fe et al. vs. 
K. C. Stock Yards Co. Spotting 
charges. No. 7008; June 27. 

Athens Glass Co. et al. vs. B. & O. et 
al. Glassware. No. 6861; May 23. « 
Atlantic Coast Line. Connection with 
water carriers. No. 6602; Feb. 28. 
Atlas Coal & Coke Co., Baltimore, vs. 
P. R. R. et al. Reconsignment. No. 

6849; May 16. 

Atlas Portland Cement Co. vs. C. B. & 
Q. Steam shovel. No. 6875; May 23. 

Atlas Portland Cement Co., Pennsyl- 
vania, vs. L. V. Detention of teams. 
No. 7009; June 27. 

Augusta Barge Line Co., Augusta, Ga., 
vs. Ocean Steamship Co., of Savan- 
nah, et al. Through routes and joint 
rates. No. 6442; Jan. 17. 

Axton, I. T., W. Va., vs. K. & M. et 
al. Glass bottles. No. 6808; May 2. 

Baader, G., vs. L. & N. Beer. No. 
6598; Feb. 28. 

Bagdad Land and Lumber Co., Milton, 
Fla., vs. L. & N. Turpentine stills, 
etc. No. 6945; June 13. 

Saird, A. E., Lumber Co., Nashville, 
vs. Atlanta & St. Andrews Bay Ry. 
et al. Lumber. No. 7003; June 27. 

Ballou & Wright vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. 
et al. Motorcycles. No. 6829; May 16. 

Bangor National Slate Co. vs. L. V. 
et al. Roofing slate. No. 6702; Mcn. 
21. 

Bartlett Co., J. E., Michigan, vs. M. 
Sst. P. & S. S. M. Ry. Co. et al. Cor- 
tonseed meal. No. 6854; May 16, 

Bartlett, S. C., Co., va. C. P. & St. L. 
et al. Grain. No. 6741; April 4. 

Bartlett, S. C., Co. va. C. P. & St. L. 
et al. Grain. No. 6724; April 4. 

Bayway Chemical Co. vs. C. R. R. of 
. 2, OO Creosote. No. 6500; 
Feb. 14. 

Beaumont Iron Works Co. vs. G. C. & 
S. F. Steam feeder. No. 6594; Feb. 
28. 

Becker, Chas. W., Hoquiam, Wash., vs. 
Oregon-Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. 
et al. Motorcycles. No. 6869; May 23. 

Bekins-Speers Motor Co., Los Angeles, 
vs. 8S. P. L. A. & S. Li. et al. Dun- 
nage. No. 6946, Sub. 5; June 20. 

Bellgrade Lumber Co. et al. vs. I. C. 
Lumber. No. 6576; Feb. 21. 

Beloit Iron Works vs. C. M. & St. P. 
et al. Iron rolls. No. 6870; May 23. 
Bergerman, Ben, Pueblo, Col., vs. A. T. 
& 8S. F. et al. Overalls. No. 6838; 

May 16. 
3erthold & Jennings Lumber Co. vs. 


A. T. & N. et al. Lumber. No. 6470; 
Jan. 17. 
Best, E. C., & Co. vs. G. N. Potatoes. 


No. 6801; May 2. 

Best, E. C. & Co., Minneapolis, vs. N. 
P. Potatoes. No. 6801; Sub. 2; May 
9 


Birkett Mills vs. N. C. et al. Buck- 
_ flour. No. 6608, Sub. 2; Mch. 

Birkette Mills vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. et 
* Buckwheat flour. No. 6208; Mch 

Birmingham, W. E., et al., Tenn., vs. 
Cc. Il. & §S. et al. Wagons. No. 6933; 
June 13. 

Biskie, Chas. M., vs. N. Y. N. H. & 
H. et al. Passenger fare. No. 6697; 
Mech, 21. 

Bland & Fisher Lumber Co., Houston, 
vs. T. & N. O. et al. Yellow pine. 
No. 7011; June 27. 

Bonner’s Ferry Lumber Co. vs. G. N. 
Lumber. No. 6710; Mch. 21. 

Boston Woven Hose and Rubber Co. 
vs. B. & A. Rubber hose, etc. No. 
6589; Feb. 28. 

Bowling Green Business Men’s Protec- 
tive Assn. vs. Evansville and Bowling 
Green Packet Co. et al. Joint through 
rates. No. 6482; Jan. 24. 

Bowser, S. F., & Co. vs. P. Co. et al. 
Iron tank plates. No. 6511, Sub. 3; 
Feb. 14. 

Bowser, S. F., & Co. vs. G. R. & IL. et al. 
pu fitxures. No. 6511, Sub. 4; Feb. 
4. 

Bowser, 8S. F., & Co. vs. G. R. & I. et 
al. Iron tanks, etc. No. 6511; Feb. 
14. 

Bowser, S. F., & Co. vs. P. Co. et al. 
_— tanks. No. 6511, Sub. 1; Feb. 
14. 

Bowser, S. F., & Co. vs. G. R. & I. et 
al. Iron tanks. No. 6511. Sub. 2; 
Feb. 14. 

Bradley Timber and Railway Supply Co. 


XIII. 


vs. M. & I. Lumber. No. 6650; Mch. 
14, 

Brantley, A. P., & Co. vs. 8. A. C. L. 
Cotton. No. 6705; Mch. 21. : 

Brenner, Ferd, Lumber Co., Cincinnati; 
vs. Morgan’s L. & T. R. R. & 8. S. 
Co. et al. Lumber. No. 7016; June 27. 

Brenner, Ferd, Lumber Co. vs. Mor- 
gana lL. &2 TT. RB. KR. & DS. BD Co. 
Logs. No. 6793; May 2. 

Bristol & Sweet Co., Fargo, vs. C. M. 
& St. P. Harness dressing and ink. 
No. 6434; Jan. 17. 

Brittain, J. S., Dry Goods Co., St. Jo- 
seph, Mo., vs. M. P. Through rates in 
merchandise. No. 6959, Sub. 1; June 
20. 

Brodnax and McLiney vs. St. L. & 8. 
F. Grain. No. 6461; Jan. 17. 

Brookner, W. W., Co. vs. Eastern et 
al. Coal. No. 6255, Sub. 7; Mch. 7. 

Brown Cracker and Candy Co., Dallas, 
vs. A. & W. P. et al. Nested fibre 
packing boxes. No. 6433; Jan. 17. 

Bruer Bros. Lumber Co., Minneapolis, 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Switching. No. 
6420; Jan. 10. 

Brush Creek Mining and Mfg. Co. vs. 
L. & N. et al. Coal. No. 6492; Jan. 
31. 

Buick Motor Co. et al. vs. Philadelphia 
& Reading et al. Bar steel. No. 6842; 
May 16. 

Buffalo Cereal Co. vs. L. S. & M. S. et 
al. Milling in transit. No. 6506, Sub. 
3; April 11. 

Burt, W. J., Motor Car Co., Los An- 
geles, vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Dun- 
nage. No. 6946, Sub. 3; June 20. 

Bush, W. E.,: Los Angeles, vs. S. P. 
et al. Dunnage. No. 6946, Sub. 6; 
June 20. 

Butters Lumber Co. vs. A. C. L. Skids. 
No. 6540; Feb. 28. 

Byers, Edwin F., vs. C. B & Q. Motor- 
cycles. No, 6745, Sub. 1; April 11. 

Byers, Edwin F., vs. C. B. & Q. Motor- 
eycles. No. 6745; April 11. 

California Corrugated Culvert Co. vs. 
A. G. S. et al. Sheet iron. No. 6493; 
June 31. 

California Pine Box and Lumber Co. of 
San Francisco, vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al. Box shook lumber. No. 6414; 
Jan, 10. 

California Pine Box & Lumber Co., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Box shooks. 
No. 7020; June 27. 

Calumet & Arizona Mining Co. vs. S. 
P. Mining props. No. 6640; Mch. 7. 

Cameron, Wm., & Co., Inc., Waco, vs. 
Texarkana and Fort Smith et al. 
Lumber. No. 6427; Jan. 10. 

Card, J. M., Lumber Co., Jas. Kennedy 
and Co., Chattanooga, vs. A. G. 8S. 
and N. O. & N. E. Lumber. No. 
6413; Jan. 10. 

Cargill Elevator Co. et al. vs. G. N. 
Coal. No, 6552, Sub. 2; Feb. 14. 

Carthage Sulphite Pulp and Paper Co. 
et al. vs. N.*Y. C. & H. . et al. 
Wrapping paper, etc. No. 6444; Jan. 
17 


Catskill and N. Y. Steamship Co., Ltd., 
and N. Y. & H. Steamship Co’ vs. 
P. R. R. Co. Through route and joint 
rate. No. 6977; June 20. 

Cedar Rapids Grain Co. vs. C. P. & 
St. L. et al. Oats. No. 6965; June 


20. 

Cedar Rapids Oil Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
et al. Petroleum. No. 6759; April 18. 

Central Commercial Co. et al. vs. A. T. 
& S. . et al. Petroleum tailings. 
No. 6750, Sub. 1; May 16. 

Central R. R. of N. J. Water line con- 
trol. No. 6208; Mch. 21. 

Chambers, J. M., Fresno, vs. C. G. W. 
et al. Passenger charges. No. 6958; 
June 20. 

Chapman & Dewey Lumber Co. vs. St. 
L. & 8S. F. et al. Lumber. No. 6784: 
April 18. 

Charleston (S. C.) Mining & Mfg. Co. 
vs. S. Ry. Phosphate rock. No. 6760; 
April 18. 

Chattanooga Brewing Co. vs. L. & N. 
o al. Beer bottles. No. 6768; April 
18. 

Chattanooga Sewer Pipe and Fire Brick 
Co. vs. Southern et al. No. 6583; 
Feb. 21. 

Chelsea Refining Co. et al., Oklahoma, 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Sulphuric 
acid. No. 6935; June 13. 

Chesapeake & Ohio. Control of steam- 
ship company. No. 6580; Feb. 21. 

Chesley Lumber and Coal Co. vs. the 
Great Northern et al. Coal. No. 
6357, Sub. No. 14; Jan. 10. 

Chesnutt Lumber Co. vs. N. O. & N. E. 
et al. Flooring. No. 6682; Mch. 14. 
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‘*hestnutt Lumber Co., Nashville, vs. 
M. & O. etal. Yellow pine. No. 6912; 
June 6. 


‘hicago and Erie. To agente tug boats, 
ete. No. 6614; Mch. 7. 
‘hicago, Ottawa & Peoria vs. C. & N. 


W. et al. Return of cars. No. 6684; 
Mch. 14. 
Chicago Wool Co. et al. vs. C. M. & 


~ 


- 


Sst. P. Wool No. 6964; June 20. 

‘hurch, Norman W., Los Angeles, vs. 
A. T. & 8S. F. et al. Motorcycles. No. 
6812, Sub. 2; May 16. 

‘lara City Lumber Co. vs. Great North- 
ern. Coal. No. 6357, Sub. No. 11; 
Jan, 10. 

‘linton Coal Co. vs. C. T. H. & S. E. 
et al. Coal. No. 6508; Feb. 14. 

‘oalinga Water & Electric Co. vs. Gulf, 
Colorado & 8S. F. et al. Creosoting ma- 
terial. No. 6515; Feb. 14. 

‘oal Operators’ Traffic Bureau of St. 
Louis vs. Terminal R. R. Assn. of St. 
Louis et al. Coal. No. 6890; May 23. 

‘obb County Chemical Mining Co. vs. 


N. Cc. & St. L: et al. Graphite. No. 
6597; Feb. 28. 

‘obb, J. S., Durham, N. C., vs. N. & 
N. et al. Firewood. No. 6892; May 
‘olborn, Choe 3B va CC RB 2-2. P. 


et al. Lumber. No. 6600; Feb. 28. 
‘ollins, J. B., vs. Tremont & Gulf et al. 
Wheel billets. No. 6695: Mch. 21. 
‘olonial Sugars Co. vs. Louisiana Ry. 
and Navigation Co. Dunnage. No. 
6487; Jan. 24. 


‘olumbia Gold Mining Co., Oregon, vs. 
Oregon-Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. 
et al. Ore. No. 6830; May 16. 

‘olumbia Ry., Gas and Electric Co., Co- 


lumbia, S. C., vs. Southern et al. Oil, 
No. 6866; May 23. 

ommercial Acid Co. ys. I. C. et al. 
Acids. No. 6541; Feb. 14. 

‘onsumers’ Co., Chicago, vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. Coal, ice, building material, 


Jan. 10. 
Rags. 


etc., switching. No. 6422; 
‘ontinental Junk House vs. R. I. 
No. 6525; Feb. 14. 

‘oulhurst, W. H., Los Angeles, vs. G. 
T. W. et al. Lumber, as dunnage. 
No. 6946. Sub. 8: June 27. 

‘owan, W. K., Co., Los Angeles, vs. 
S. P., L. A. & S. L. et al. Dunnage. 
No. 6946, Sub. -4; June 20. 

‘rane Falls Power and Irrigation Co., 


Ltd., vs. O. S. L. Steel pipe storage 
charges. No. 6531; Feb. 14. 

‘ranston, John A., Lumber Co. vs. C. 
of Ga. et al. Lumber. No. 6574; 
Feb. 21. 

‘ranston, John A., Lumber Co. vs. N. 
S. Ry. et al. Laths. No. 6574, Sub. 
1; Feb 21. 

‘ranston, John A., Lumber Co. vs. A. 
Cc. L. et al. Demurrage. No. 6738: 
April 4. 


‘rawford & Bunce et al. vs. P. Cc. C. & 


St... kL. -et al. Fruits and produce. 
No. 6685; March 14. 

‘riswell, J. H., vs. W. F. & N. W. et 
al. Live stock. No. 6737; April 4. 
‘rook, Son & Co., Hicksville, O., vs. 
Vandalia et al. Logs. No. 6862; May 
99 

‘row’s Nest Pass Coal Co., Ltd., vs. 
G. N. Coal. No. 6464; Jan. 17. 
‘ruikshank & Robinson vs. P. R. R. 
et al. Hay. No. 6749; April 18. 


‘udahy Packing Co. vs. St. J. & G. L 


et al. Packing house products. No. 
6764, Sub. 2; April 18. 

‘udahy Packing Co. vs. U. P. et al. 
Packing house products. No. 6764, 
Sub. 1; April 18. 

‘udahy Packing Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
et al. Packing house products. No. 


6764; April 18. 

‘ullman (Ala.) Commercial Club vs. L. 
& N. Sugar. No. 6761; April 18. 
‘ullman Commercial Club, Alabama, 
vs. L. & N. Class and commodity. 
No. 6938; June 13. 

‘umberland Telephone & Telegraph Co., 
Atlanta, Ga., vs. I. . et al. Tele- 
graph poles. No. 6880; May 23. 
‘yele Motor Co., North Yakima, Wash., 


vs. N. P. et al. Motorcycles. No. 
6905; May 30. 

‘ypress Lumber Co., Boston, etc., vs. 
A. & N. et al. Lumber. No. 6864; 
May 23. 

Daly Coal Co. et al., Minneapolis and 
St. Paul, vs. C. & A. et al. Coal. 


No. 6976; June 20. 
Darnell, R. J., Co., Inc., Mississippi and 
Tennessee, vs. Y. & M. V. et al. Lum- 


ber. No. 6906; May 30. 
Darragh Co., Little Rock, vs. M. P. et 
al. Cement. No. 6998. Same _ vs. 
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asa Same. No. 6998, Sub. 1; June 
Davis, C. W., vs. M. St. P. & Sault Ste. 
Marie. Coal. No. 6678; March 14. 
Day Lumber Co., Seattle, vs. N. P. et 
° Lumber shingles. No. 6975; June 
Decker, J. E., & Sons vs. M. & St. L. 


et al. Packing house products. No. 
6481; Jan. 24. 

Delavel Separator Co. vs. N. Y. C. & 
H. R. et al. Cream separators. No. 


6610; March 7. 


Delaware & Hudson. Control of boat 


lines. No. 6579; Feb. 21. 
Delaware, Lackawanna & Western. In- 
a in water line. ‘No. 6874; May 
Diehl, P. .H., Lumber Co., Omaha, vs. 
Cc. M. & St. P. Lumber. No. 6899, 
Sub. 1; May 23. 

Dillwyn Grain and Supply Co. vs. A. T. 
& S. F. Corn. No. 6475: Jan. 24. 
Dixon. John T., Lumber Co. vs. P. B. 
& W. Lumber. No. 6540, Sub. 4; 

March 21. 

Dominic, Frederico, vs. S. P. et al. 
Wine. No. 6533; Feb. 14. 

Doran & Co., Cincinnati, vs. N. C. & 
. L. et al. Lumber. No. 6840; May 

Dover Lumber Co., Minn., vs. G. N. 
Lumber and coal. No. 6794, Sub. 5; 


May 16. 
Drake Marble & Tile Co., Minn., vs. &. 
Ry. et al. Marble blocks. No. 6827; 
May 16. 
Drake Marble & Tile Co. vs. N. Y. O. & 
W. et al. Marble. No. 6783: April 18. 
Ducktown Sulphur, Copper and Iron Co., 
Ltd., vs. L. & N. Dynamite. No. 
6472; Jan. 17. 
Duckworth, T. O.. 
et al. Bridge toll. 
Duluth Elevator Co. 


n 


Dubuque, 
No. 6848; 
va. @ 2d. 
No. 6794, Sub. 2; May 16. 
Duluth, S. S. & A., Grand Rapids & In- 
diana and M. C. Connection with 


va. 4. y 
Mav 16. 
Coal. 


Mackinac Transportation Co. No. 
6571; Feb. 21. 
Du Pont, E. I, de Nemours Powder 


Co., of Wilmington, Del., vs. Wabash 
et al. Coal. No. 6415; Jan. 10. 

Eads Water Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Mineral waters. No. 6466; Jan. 17. 

Eagle Distillery vs. L. H. & St. 1. et al. 
Brewers’ supplies. No. 6551: Feb. 14. 

Eastern Shore Development S. S. Co. vs 
B. & O. Through routes. No. 6746; 
April 11. 

Ellis & Meyers Lumber Co. vs. V. Ry. 
Co. et al. Lumber. No. 6496; Feb. 14. 

Elm City Lumber Co. vs. A. C. L. et al. 
Lumber. No. 6527; Feb. 14. 

English Motor Car Co., Los 
vs. S. P. et al. Lumber. 
Sub. 7; June 27. 

Enterprise Mfg. Co. and Riverside Mills 
vs. Ocean Steamship Co. et al. Class 
and commodity water rates. No. 6442, 
Sub. 2; Jan. 17. 

Eran & Newton Co. 
ington R. R. 


Angeles, 
No. 6946, 


vs. Oregon-Wash- 
& Navigation Co. et al. 


Cabbage. No. 6753; April 18. 
Erie R. R. Co. Connection with boat 
lines. No. 7010: June 27. 


Erie R. R. Co. Connection with water 


lines. No. 6616: March 7. 

Erie R. R. Co. Connection with water 
line. No. 6615: March 7. 

Ewing, L. M., Knoxville. vs. L. & N. 
Excess baggage. No. 6438: Jan. 17. 
Excello Feed Milling Co., St. Joseph. 
Mo., vs. N. P. et al. Hay. No. 6417: 

Jan. 10. 

Fairchild Fuel Co. vs. C. M. St. P. & 
Oo. et al. Coal. No. 6715, Sub. 8; 
May 16. 

Fairchild Fuel Co.. N. D., vs. G. N. et 
al. Coal. No. 6715. Sub. 7; Mav 16. 
Federal Sugar Refining Co., N. Y., vs. 
Cc. R. R. of N. J. et al. Lighterage 

charges, etc. No. 6999; June 27. 

Feenberg. L.. & Co., Ft. Smith, Ark., 
vs. A. & W. et al. Rags. No. 6985: 
June 20. 


Fetterman Bowl and Column Mfg. Co. 


vs. S. Ry. et al. Wooden porch col- 
umns. No. 6507; Feb. 14. 


Fifer, Caudle, Dalhart, Texas. vs. U. P. 
et al. Potatoes. No. 6440; Jan. 17. 
Fifer. Caudle, Dalhart, Texas, vs. I. & 
G. N. et al. Peaches. No. 6426; Jan. 


10. 

Fine, Tohn H., Rudy, Ark.. vs. St. L. & 
S. F. Watermelons. No. 6431; Jan. 
17. 

Florence (Ala.) Wagon Works vs. S. Rv. 
Tron bolts and castings. No. 6775: 
April 18. 


Florida East Coast Line. Interest in 
water line. No. 8914; May 30. 

Fort Mfg. Co., Iowa, vs. C. B. & Q. et 
al. Roofing felt. No. 7017; June 27. 
Fortune Gallo, Chicago, vs. L. V. et al. 
Excess baggage. No. 6988; June 27. 
Foster Lumber Co. vs. Clatskanie Trans- 
portation Co. et al. Shingles. No. 

6780; April 18. 

Foster Lumber Co. vs. K. C. S. et al. 
Yellow pine. No. 6586; Feb. 21. 

Foster Lumber Co. vs. G. C. & S. F. 
et al. Lumber. No. 6711; March 21. 

Fox, Peter A., Coweta, Okla., vs. C. G. 
W. et al. Potatoes. No. 6450; Jan. 17. 

Fox River Valley Mfrs. Assn. vs. Maine 
Central et al. Class and commodity. 
No. 6587; Feb. 28. 

Freeport, Ill., Chamber of Commerce of, 
vs. lines in C. F. A. and WBastern 
Trunk line territory. Class rates. 
No. 6844; May 16. 

Freight Bureau of Chamber of Com- 
merce, Macon, Ga., vs. S. Ry. et al. 
Milling in transit. No. 6497; Feb. 14. 

Friedlander, Julius, & Co. vs. Central 
of Ga. et al. Class A rates to Cin- 
cinnati. No. 6445; Jan. 17. 

Friedlander, D., & Co. vs. C. M. & St. 
P. Duck clothing. No. 6528; Feb. 14. 

Frost Mfg. Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Boilers. No. 6550; Feb. 14. 

Fruit Dispatch Co., New York, vs. T. 
& P. Caretakers with bananas. No. 
6928; June 13. 

Fullerton, R. W., for Athens Lumber 
Co., vs. L. & N. W. et al Lumber. 
No. 6751; April 18. 

Fullerton-Powell Hardwood Lumber Co., 
South Bend, vs. St. L. & S. F. Lum- 


ber. No. 6860; May 23. 

Funck Lumber Co. vs. B. & O. 8S. W. 
et al. Lumber, etc. No. 6498; Feb. 
14. 

Gage, Wellesley W., N. Y., vs. Erie. 
Passenger fares. No. 6961; June 20. 

Gamble-Robinson Co. vs. M. & St. L. 


et al. Potatoes. No. 6558; Feb.. 14. 
Gamble-Robinson Co. et al. vs. C. G. W. 

et al. Pears. No. 6639; March 7. 
Gate City Malt Co. vs. C. St. P. M. & O. 

et al. Barley. No. 6471; Jan. 17. 
General Chemical Co., New York, vs. P. 


R. R. Weighing cars. No. 6841; May 
16. 

General Constructing Co. vs. Atchison 
et al. Iron pipe. No. 6517; Feb. 14. 
George, I. M., Needles, Cal., vs. A. T. 
& S. F. Hogs. No. 6460: Jan. 17. 
Georgia, Florida & Ala. Operation of 

steamboats. No. 6974; June 20. 
Georgia Iron Works vs. 8S. G. et al. 
Machinery. No. 6769; April 18. 


Giesler & Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Wagon brakes. No. 6499; Feb. 14. 
Gilchrist, J. K. & W. H., Co. vs. C. G. 
W. Lumber. No. 6452, Sub. 1; Jan. 

17, 
Globe Coal Co., Chicago, vs. Erie R. R 
et al. Coal. No. 6851; May 16. 
Globe Hardware Co. vs. A. E. R. R. Co. 


et al. Explosives. No. 6255, Sub. 6; 
March 7. g 

Globe-Wernicke Co. vs. B. & O. et al. 
L. C. L. rating. No. 6459; Jan. 17. 


Godchaux, Leon, Co., Ltd., New Orleans, 
vs. I. C. et al. Molasses. No. 6730 
and 6730, Sub. 1; May 9. 

Gold Stamp Mining Co., Seattle, vs. G. 


N. Mining machinery. No. 6955; 
June 20. 
Goodhart-Hartman Co. vs. S. P. et al. 
Whisky. No. 6539; Feb. 14. 
Goodwillie Bros. vs. M. St. P. & S. S&S. 


M. et al. Lumber. No. 6700; March 
21. 
Graham, John W., & Co. vs. S. I. et al. 


Addressing machines. No. 6732; April 


4. 

Grand Rapids Lumbermen’s Assn. vs. 
Grand Rapids & Indiana. Lumber. 
No. 6447; Jan. 17. 

Grand Trunk. Connection with 
lines. No. 6624; March 7. 

Grand Trunk Western. Control of 
water lines. No. 6786; April 25, 

Gray & Smith, Wooster, O., vs. P. Co. 
et al. Wheat. No. 6894; May 23. 

Greater Des Moines Committee vs. M. 
& St. L. et al. Agricultural imple- 
ments, asphalt, etc. No. 6943; June 
13. 

Greater Des Moines Committee vs. C. 
st. P. M. & O. et al. Miscellaneous. 
No. 6944; June 13. 

Great Western Smelting & Refining Co., 
Chicago, vs. A. T. & 8S. F. et al. 
Scrap brass. No. 6926; June 13. 

Great Western Oil Refining Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. Switching charges. No. 
6565; Feb. 14. 


water 
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; ‘ , Cottonseed 
No. 6853; May 16. 
Valley Oil & Cotton Co., Cali- 
Cottonseed 
6853; June 6. 


= 
4 


meal and cake. 
Independent Cooperage Co. vs. M. C. et 
Greenberg, A. Iron Co., Terre Haute, 
Independent Cooperage Co., Ft. 
sheet steel. Coiled elm 
Greer-Beatty No. 6898; May 23. 


Railroad ties. 


Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce vs. 


Gund, John, Brewing Co. vs. C. Indianapolis of Commerce et 
Boston & Maine et al. 


Industrial Philadelphia, 
Haircloth. 
6921; June 13. 


H-O Company ; 
I y, Industrial 


Philadelphia, 


Hale-Mylrea Lumber Co. vs. C. ‘ 
: r : : Ingham Lumber Co., St. Louis, vs. C. 


al., Catletts- Yellow pine. 
Inland Empire Biscuit Co. 
Cough drops. 
Interior Lumber 

Great Northern et al. 


an . s Lumber Co. 

6674; March 14. 
Harmon, F. S., & Co. vs. Oregon-Wash- 
& Navigation Interior Lumber 


International Agricultural Corporation 


6734; April 4. Sulphuric acid. 


International Purchasing 


Marquette. 





’ Coal Corp’n. et al. vs. 


( Commissioners, 
American Live Stock Assn., Corn Belt 
Producers’ 


Corporation No. 6766; April 


Iowa Railroad Commissioners vs. 





; Rollings vs. St. 
& Northern Furniture. 
Cincinnati, 
routes and 
Scrap iron. 
& Martin vs. Protective Union et 
Pennsylvania, 


; 2. 

No. 6660; March 14. 
Brooks, Detroit, vs. | 
Demurrage. 


Cedar posts. 


Hessig-Ellis Bigelow & 


Himmelberger-Harrison Lumber Co. Jobbers’ Brokerage Co., Cumberland, vs. 
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co. 
Telephone service. 


6526; Feb. senger fares. 


Sunflower seed. No. 6448; Jan. 17, No. 6498, Sub. 1; 
6536, Sub. 
Holes Bros. \ 

6552, Sub. 
Hughes & McCoy, 


G. N. et al. No. 7004; June 
Jones, H. C., & Co., Baltimore, vs. 


Demurrage. 


Howe, Tex., 








Granite and 


Jones, John R., Hankinson and Rutland, 
Great Northern and Minne- 


Humane Remedy Co. vs. C. G. W. et al. R., Hankinson, N. D., vs. Min- 


Sault Ste. 
cisco, vs. 8. Refrigeration of 
: Jonesboro 
Huron Portland Cement Co. vs. L. 


Husted Milling Co. vs. N. Y. C. & St. L. 
Rules and charges. 6506, Sub. 
Hygienic Ice Co. 
Switching charges. 
Hynes Elevator Co. 


Kahn's Pickery, 
Time limit reparation 
Kanotex Refining Co. 

Petroleum. 
Kansas City, 


Utilities Commission of Trade of, 


Oregon Short 


Illinois Leather Co. 


Kansas City Bolt & Nut Co. vs. C. G. 
Cattle hair. + 


No. 6882; May 23. 


Imperial Elevator Co. vs. G. 
No. 6715, Sub. 2; 
Imperial Valley Oil & Cotton Co., Cali- 


River Navigation 
Through routes 


Kansas City-Missouri 








and joint rates and exchange bills of 
lading in transportation of grain; etc. 
No. 7002; June 27. 

Karrenbrock Milling Co., Wentzville, 
Mo., vs. C. B. & Q. et al. Hay. No 
6942; June 13. 

Kellogg Toasted Corn Flake Co., Battle 
Creek, vs. M. C. et al. Coal. No. 
6951; June 20. 

Kellogg Toasted Corn Flake Co., Battle 
Creek, vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Cereals. 
No. 6979; June 20. 

Keystone Oil & Mfg. Co. vs. M. K. & T. 
et al. Gasoline. No. 6893; May 23. 
Krakauer, York & Moye’s Susc., Inc., 
vs. P. & N. T. et al. Iron culverts. 

No. 6714; March 21. 

Kulzer, J. G., Washington, vs. G. N. 
Dressed pine. No. 7019; June 27. 

Kupper, A. M., Co., Los Angeles, vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Motorcycles. No. 
6812, Sub. 4; June 20. 

Kurtz Action Co., Rockford, Ill., vs. C 
& N. W. et al. Piano actions. No. 
6968; June 20 

Laclede Christy Clay Products Co. vs. 
M. P. et al. Fire brick and clay. No. 
6486; Jan. 24. 

Lafayette (La.) Chamber of Commerce 
vs. A. & V. et al. Class and com- 
modity. No. 6889; May 23. 

Lake Tahoe Ry. & Transportation Co. 
To retain steamboats. No. 6980; June 
20. 

Lampert Lumber Co. et al. vs. G. N. et 
al. Coal. No. 6552; Feb. 14. 

Lampert Lumber Co., Minnesota, vs. 
Cc. St. M. & O. et al. Coal. No. 6552, 
Sub. 7; May 9% 

Lampert Lumber Co., Minn., vs. G. N. 
et al. Coal. No. 6715, Sub. 6; May 
16. 

Lampert Lumber Co., Minneapolis, vs 
Cc. M. & St. P. et al. Coal. No. 6983; 
June 27. 

Lamson Bros. & Co. vs. L. S. & M. 8. 
et al Wheat. No. 6535; Feb. 14. 

Lanesboro Lumber Co. vs. C. M. & St. 
P. Coal. No. 6357; Jan. 17. 

Larsen & Anderson, Crookston, Minn., 
vs. Great Northern and Northern Pa- 
cific. Coal. No. 6357, Sub. 10; Jan. 
10. 

Larzelere, W. B., Co., San Francisco, 
vs. A. T. & S. F. Storage charges on 
potatoes, etc. No. 6915; June 6. 

Leach Colter Grocery Co. vs. D. & R. G. 
et al. Sugar. No. 6456, Sub. 1; March 





Lee, George H., Co., Omaha, vs. C. B 
& Q. et al Incubators and brooders. 
No. 6437; Jan. 17. 

Lee-Coit-Andreesen Hardware Co. vs 
Crosby Transportation Co. et al. Re- 
frigeration. No. 6694; March 21. 

Leeds Co., Atlantic City, vs. American 
Telephone & Telegraph Co. Telephone 
service. No. 6962; June 20. 

Lehigh Portland Cement Co. vs. B. & O. 
Ss. W. et al. No. 6776; April 18. 

Lehigh Valley. Control of water car- 
riers. No. 6504; Jan. 31 

Lewis, F. J., Mfg. Co. vs. D. & R. G. 
Demurrage. No. 6729; April 4. 

Lewis, F. J., Mfg. Co. vs. C. R. L & 
P. et al. Coal tar. No. 6733; April 4. 
Lewis, Chas. S., vs. A. C. L. et al. 
Household goods. No. 6781; April 18 
Lexington Mill & Elevator Co. et al., 
Lexington, Neb., vs. U. P. et al. 
Wheat and corn. No. 6973; June 20. 
Liberty Lumber Co. vs. G. N. Ry. Co. 

Coal. No. 6552, Sub. 3; Feb. 21. 

Lipscomb Grain & Seed Co., Liberal, 
Mo., vs. St. L. & S. F. Hay. No 
6878; May 23. 

Lompoc Produce & Real Estate Co., 
California, vs. El P & S. W. Beans. 
No. 6967; June 20. 

Lord & Bushnell Co, Chicago, v. T. & 
P. et al. Lumber. No. 6857; May .16. 

Louisiana Sugar Planters’ Assn. vs. I. 
Cc. et al. Molasses. No. 6730; April 4. 

Lucey, J. F., Co. vs. A. T. & 8. F. et 
al. Iron pipe. No. 6585; Feb. 21. 

Lucke, F. W., & Co., Chicago, vs. Wa- 
bash et al. Paving brick. No. 6995; 
June 27. 

Lumbermen’s Assn. of New Orleans vs. 
Morgan’s L. & T. R. R. & S. S. Co. 
Lumber, etc. No. 6509; Feb. 14. 

Lusby, A. J., Los Angeles, vs. S. P. et 
al. Automobiles. No. 6946; June 13. 

Mack, S. F., Produce Co. vs. Arizona 
Eastern et al. Fruits and vegetables. 
No, 6255, Sub. 2; Jan. 17. 

Magill & Co., Fargo, N. D., vs. Great 
Northern et al. Coal and other com- 
modities. No. 6357, Sub. 15; Jan. 10. 

Magill & Co., Fargo, vs. C. M. & St. P. 
Wheat. No. 6430; Jan. 17. 











iine Central. 
No. 6891; May 23. 

tajor Stave Co. et al. vs. M. 
t al. Staves and headings. 
April 18. 
ey & 
Lumber. 








Wertz vs. C. C. G 
No. 6503; Feb. 14. 


Control of water lines. 


D. & G. 
No. 6758; 


& St. L. 


1son-Campbell Co. vs. G. T. W. et 


No. 6706; 
Co., 


il. Fanning mills. 
irr, H. A., Grocery 


Mch, 21. 


Denver, vs. 


& S. et al. Canned goods. No. 
6919; June 6. 
rshall Car Wheel and Foundry Co., 
Che, Texas, vs. T. & P. et al. Coke. 
No. 6855; May 16. 
lartin Cantine Co. vs. C. H. & D. et al 


Paper. No. 6795; May 2. 


* lartz, Carl, et al., 
& Q. Cheese. No. 7007; 
faryland, state of, vs. P. R. 
Crushed stone. No. 6547; 


Chicago, vs. C. B. 
June 27. 


R. et al. 


Feb. 14. 


farx, A., and Sons vs. I. C. Scrap 
ron No. 6578; Feb. 21. 

farx, A., & Sons vs. L. & N. Scrap 
opper. No. 6584; Feb. 21. 


iason R E., & c. 


De E., vs. Sea 
Line et al. Cotton. 


No. 663¢ 


board Air 
); Mch. 7 


ury Milling Co. et al. vs. L. & N 
Coal. No. 6762; April 18. 

\lester Fuel Co., Oklahoma, vs. M. 
K. & T. and U. P. Coal. No. 6881; 
May 23. 
icArthur Bros. Co., New York, vs. El 
Paso & S. W. Grain, hay, ete. No 

« 6416; Jan. 10 


iecCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. C 


M. & St 


P. et al. Corn. No. 6561, Sub. 3; 
April 18 
Caull-Dinsmore Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. 
Corn No. 6561, Sub. 4: April 18. 
Caull-Dinsmore Co. vs. Cc. B. & Q 
et al. Corn. No. 6561, Sub. 2: April 4. 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. Mo. Pacific et 
Shelled corn. No. 6561; Feb. 14. 
Caull-Dinsmore Co. vs. M. P Corn. 


No. 6651, Sub. 1: Mch. 21 
cCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. C. 
Po Corn No. 6673: Mch. 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co., 
B. & Q. et al. Corn. 
i) 
MeCaull-Dinsmore Co., The, 
lis, vs. M. P. et al. Corn. 
- May 16. 
McClintick & Co. vs. A. A. R. 


No. 6 


Potatoes. No. 6703; Mch. 21 
Dairmid, W. J., Co. vs. P 
No. 6540; Feb. 14. 


Bros. & Co., 


Heart, vs. C. M. 


Gregor 


ind Sacred 


Chicago, 


Renville, 


M. & St 
14. 


vs. C 
936; 


Minneap- 
No. 6561; 


R. et al 


R. R. Co 


& St. P 


Coal No. 6357, Sub. No. 13: Jan. 10. 

\icLean Lumber Co. vs. A. T. & N. et 
1 Logs No. 6476; Jan. 24 

McShane Lumber Co. vs. G. C. & S. F 
et al. Yellow pine No. 6652; Mch 
3 

Memphis Freight Bureau for R. R. Hen- 


ford, vs. M. & O. et al 
June 20. 
Memphis Freight Bureau, for 
ger & Co., ve 8. Ry et ¢ 
gelass No. 6756: Aprtl 18. 
< Menasha (Wis:) Woodenware ( 
& N Ww Wooden pails. 
April 18. 
hants’ Exchange of St 
& O. et al. Surrender fre 
No. 6628; Mch. 7 
hants’ and Manufacturers’ 
tion, Augusta, Ga., vs. Ocea 
p Co., of Savannah et ¢ 
d commodity water rat 
142, Sub. No. 1; Jan. 17. 
Miami Commercial Club, Ari 
\.. EB. et al. Fruits and 
No. 6255, Sub. No Jan. 
higan Paper Mills Traffic 
vs. A. & V. et al. Paper 
No. 6625; Mch. 7 
lidland Lumber & 
. & S. S. M. et al. 
Sub. 4; April 25. 
dland Lumber Co., 
«& St. P. Coal 
ler, Albert, & Co. vs. C. 
et al. Potatoes. No. 6773: 
Miller, 
\pples. No. 6477: Jan. 24. 
ler, Albert, & Co., vs. N. 
Potatoes. No. 6731; April 4. 
ler, Albert, & Co., Chicago. 
ash et al. Apples. No. 6§ 


Coal. 


ler, H. L., Los 

& S. L. et al. 

= Sub, 2; June 20. 
waukee, City of, vs. C. M. 
al. Coal. 
nneapolis Civic 
\ssn. and St. 


Angeles, vs. 
Dunnage. 








and Co 
Paul Assn. 






No 6953: 


Binswan- 


al. Plate 


1. va. © 
No. 6777; 


Louis vs. 
ight bills 


Associa- 


n Steam-| 


ul Class 
es. No 


zona, VS. 


vegetables. 


ae; 
Assn. et 
products 


Coal Co. vs. M. St. 


No. 6552, 


Minn., vs. C. M 
No. 6715, Sub. 5; 


& N. W. 
April 18. 
Albert, & Co. vs. Wabash 


et al. 
P. et al. 


vs. Wa- 
34; June 


Ss. P. i. 
No. 6946, 


& St P. 


No. 6446; Jan. 17. 


mmercial 
of Com- 


June 


May | 


Hector | 
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Central & H. B. 
Class rates. No. 6512; 


merce vs. Algoma 

Ry. Co. et al. 

Feb, 14. 
Minneapolis Threshing Machine Co. vs. 


Cc. St. P., M. & O. et al. Threshing 
machine. No. 6181; Feb. 7 
Missouri, Kansas, Iowa, and Nebraska 


Commissions vs. Wabash et al. Ap- 
ples. No. 6987; June 20. 

Missouri, Kansas, Iowa, and Nebraska 
Commissions vs. Wabash et al. Ap- 
ples. No. 6988; same vs. same; NO. 
6989; June 27. 

Mixed Car Dealers’ Assn. vs. D. L. & 
W. et al. Rules and charges. No. 
6506; Feb. 14. 

Modesto (Cal.) Chamber of Commerce 


vs. W. P. et al. 
routes. No. 6845; May 16. 

Monarch & Duluth Elevator Cos. vs. U. 
P. Grain. No. 6794, Sub. 3; May 16. 

Monongahela River Consolidated Coal & 
Coke Co. vs. Union R. R. et al. Coal. 
No. 6789; April 25. 

Montana, Soard of 
sioners, vs. B. A. 


Through rates and 


tailroad Commis- 
& P. et al. Grain. 


No. 6483; Jan. 24. 

Montrose and Delta Counties’ Freight 
tate Assn. vs. D. & R. G. etal. Class 
and commodity rates. No. 6888; May 
0 
23. 

Montrose and Delta Counties’ Freight 


Rate Assn. vs. D. & R. G. et al. Class 


rates. No. 6886; May 23. 

Montrose and Delta Counties’ Freight 
Rate Assn., Colorado, vs. D. & R. G. 
et al. Fresh fruits. No. 6887; May 23. 

Moore, G. I., Missouri, vs. St. L. & S. 
F. et al. Coal No. 6955; June 20. 


Morse, Fred S., Lumber Co.. Springfield, 
Mass., vs. L. & N. et al. Yellow pine. 
No. 6865; May 23. 

Morse, Fred S., Lumber Co., vs. L. & 


N. et al. Yellow pine No. 6867; 
May 23 
Moseley, Alfred, vs. A. T. & S. F. et 


al. Passenger fares No. 6742; 


11 


April 


Moss, J. T., Tie Co. vs. S. Ry. Co. Rail- 
road ties. No. 6701: Mch. 21. 

Motorcycle Co., The, vs. A. T. & S. F. 
et al. Motorcycles. No. 6345, Sub. 1; 
Feb. 7 

Mound City Roofing Tile Co. vs. Mis- 
souri Pacific et al. Unglazed roofing 
tile. No. 6530: Feb, 14. 


Mound City Roofing Tile Co. vs. B. & O 


S. W. et al Roofing tile. No. 6494; 
Feb. 14. 

Mullins Lumber Co., Inc., vs. Southern 
Interest on overcharges No. 6540, 


Sub. 2; Mch. 7. 

Murphy Bros., New York, vs. N. Y. C. 
& H. R. Storage charges. No. 6807; 
May 2. 


Muskogee Traffic Bureau vs. M. & K. et 
al. Petroleum No. 6903: May 30. 
Muskogee Wholesale Grocery Co, et al. 
vs. M. K. & T. et al. Paper. No. 


6885: May 23. 

Mutual Oil Co., Kansas City, vs. A. T. 
& &. F. Petroleum. No. 6846; May 
16. 

Mutual Rice Trade and Development 
Assn. vs. I. G. N. et al. Rice. No. | 
6588 Neb. 21. 

Nashville. City of, and Traffic Bureau 


of, vs. L. & N. et al. Grain, switch- 
ing charges. No. 6484; Jan. 24. 
Nashville Lumbermen’s Club vs. L. & 





N. et al Lumber. No. 6798: Mav 2 
Nashville Men’s Club vs. L. & N. Mill- 
ing in transit. No. 6822; May 9. 


Assn. of Ice Cream 
Express Co. et al. 
No. 6641; Mch. 7 
National Assn. of 
V. et al. Bark, 


National 
Adams 


Mfers. vs. 
Ice cream. 


Tanners et al. vs. L. 
etc. No. 6990; June 
mt. 


National Dock & Storage Warehouse 


Co., Boston, vs. B. & A. et al. Im- 
port freight. No. 6939: June 13. 

National Lock Co., Rockford, Tll., vs. C 
M. & G. et al. Hardware. No. 6873: 
May 23. 

National Petroleum Assn. vs. A. T. & S 
F. et al. Petroleum. No. 6750; April 
18. 

National Petroleum Association vs. A 


=; &. & By. Ot EL. Petroleum. No. 


6819; May 9 
National Rolling Mill Co., Vincennes, 
vs. C. & E. I. et al. Bar iron. No. 


6916; June 6. 
National Society of Record Associations 


vs. Aberdeen and Rockfish R. R. Co. 
et al. Live stoek. No. 6875: May 9. 

National Washboard Co., Chicago, vs 
Cc. B. & Q. et al. Sheet zinc. No. 
6897; 


May 23. 
ic 


Nebraska Bridge Supply and Lumber 








Ce- 
Jan, 


S. et al. 
No. 6412; 


Co., Omaha, vs. A. G. 
dar fence posts, etc. 
10. 

Nebraska Supply & Lumber Co., vs. A. 
G. S. et al. No. 7018; June 27. 


Nevada, Railroad Commission of, vs. 
S. P. et al. Pullman charges. No. 
6489; Jan. 31. 

New England Fish Co. vs. C. M. & St. 
P. and Adams Express Co. Fish. 
No. 6659; Mch. 14. 

New England Pulp and Paper Traffic 


Assn. vs. B. & M. et al. Print paper. 


No. 6785; April 25. 

New London Milling Co. and Willmar 
Milling Co., Minnesota, vs. G. N. 
Coal. No. 6552, Sub. 12; June 27. 


Newmark Grain Co. and Imperial Grain 
and Warehouse Co. vs. S. P. and In- 
tra-California. Grain. No. 6463; Jan. 
17. 

New Orleans Cotton Exchange vs. L. & 
N. Cotton. No. 6969; June 20. 

New Orleans Live Stock Exchange, Ltd., 
et al. vs. L. & N. et al. Rules for 
cleaning cattle cars. No. 6495; Feb. 
14. 

New York Central & H. R. Control of 
water line. No. 6765; April 18. 

aq. %.C Sah: KK. Centre of 
earriers. No. 6570; Feb. 21. 

N. Y. C. & H. R. New York 


water 


harbor 


boats. No. 6572; Feb. 21. 
N. Y.:C. & H. R. Connection with 
Western Transit Co. No. 6573; Feb. 


21, 

New York Mercantile Exchange vs. B. 
& O. et al. Eggs. No. 6707; Mch. 21. 

Nims, F. B., California, vs. A. T. & S. 
F. Vegetables. No. 6915, Sub. 2; 
June 13. 

Nickey & Sons Co. et al. vs. L. 
Logs. No. 6792; May 2. 

Nickols, W. H., Central Cycle & Supply 
Co. et al. vs. A. T. & 8S. F. et al 
Motoreycles. No. 6575: Feb. 21, 

Nordstrum, E. A., vs. C. M. & St. P. 
& C. B. & Q. Corn. No. 6462; Jan. 
17. 

Norfolk & Western. Control of Steam- 
ship line. No. 6590; Feb. 28. 

Norris, W. C., vs. A. T. & 8. F. et al. 
Castings. No. 6686; Mch. 14. 

North Dakota, Board of Railroad Com- 
missioners of, vs. A. & V. et al. 
Fruits. No. 6890; Mch. 21. 

North Dakota, Board of Railroad Com- 
missioners of, vs. A. W. et al. Class 
and commodity. No. 6889; Mch. 21. 

Northwestern Elevator Co. et al. vs. G. 
N. Grain. No. 6794: May 2. 


& N. 


Oakland Motor Car Co. vs. G. T. Ry. 
Co. of Canada. Motor cars. No. 
6718; Mch. 28. 

Oakland Motor Car Co. vs. G. -T. Ry. 
Co. of Canada. Motor cars. No. 
6716, Sub. 1; Mech. 28. 

Oconee Brick and Tile Co. vs. S. A. L 
et al. Tile. No. 6453; Jan. 17. 

Oden-Elliott Lumber Co. vs. L. & N. et 
al. Lumber. No. 6564; Feb. 14. 

Oklahoma, Corporation Commission of, 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Print paper. 
No. 6620; Mch., 7. 

Oliver-Finnie Co., Memphis, Tenn., vs. 


Ge i. & &b. r. B. BR. Ot ot 
No. 6436; Jan. 3. 

Olney Hardware Co. vs. Arizona East- 
ern et al. Agricultural implements 
and hardware. No. 6255; Feb. 7. 

Omaha Grain Exchange vs. C. & A. et 
al. Grain. No. 6688; Mch. 21. 

Omaha Grain Exchange vs. C. 
et al. Defective equipment. 
Mech. 7. 


Peanuts. 


B. & Q. 
No. 6626; 


Ontario Iron & Iron Ore Co. vs. N. Y. 
Cc, et al. Iron ore. No. 6520; Feb. 
14. Same vs. same, Sub. 1; Feb. 14. 


Ontario Iron & 
H. R. et al. 
2; Mch, 14. 

Orange Commercial Club, Texas, vs. K. 
Cc. S. et al. Class rates. No. 6800; 
May 2. 

Osburn, L. E., vs. 
furniture and 
6549; Feb. 14. 

Oxenreiter, L. C., vs. A. 7 
al. Automobiles. No. 65 

Ozark Fruit Growers’ 


Ore Co. vs. N. Y. C. & 
Iron ore. No. 6520, Sub. 


N. P. et al. 
farm machinery. 


Household 
No. 


P. a2 &. FP. ot 
14; Feb. 14. 
Assn. vs. U. S. 


Express Co. et al. Peaches. No, 
6546; Feb. 14. 
Pacific Engineering and Construction 


Co. vs. R. I. et al. Return of private 
cars. No. 6521; Feb. 14. 

-acific Motor Supply Co., San Francisco 
and Los Angeles, vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Motorcycles. No. 6812; May 2. 

Pacific National Lumber Co. vs. T. & 
E. et al. Lumber. No. 6723; April 4. 

Paine Lumber Co. vs. C. & N. W. et 




























































































aa as rr ry 


al. . Empty iron drums. No. 6778; 
April 18. 

Parkinson Coal & Coke Co. vs. N. Y. 
Cc. & H. R. et al. Coke. No. 6577; 
Feb. 21. 

Parlin and Orendorff Co., Canton, vs. 
Cc &cé& et. L. et a. Coke. No. 
6429; Jan. 10. 

Parlin & Orendorff Co., Canton, Ill, vs. 
I. C. et al. Agricultural implements. 
No. 6937; June 1%. 

Parlin & Orendorff Co., Canton, IIl., vs. 
c. R. I. & P. Agricultural imple- 
ments. No. 6868; May 23. 

Patent Cereals Co., Geneva, N. Y., vs. 

ba Grain. No. 6863, Sub. 1; 
June 6. 

Patent Cereals Co., Geneva, N. Y., ys. 
L. V. Switching. No. 6863; May 23. 

Paul, W. J., vs. M. C. et al. Passenger 
fares. No. 6661; Mch. 14. 

Peck, W. M. & T. R., vs. A. T. & S. 
F. Broom corn. No. 6754; April 18. 

Peck and Hills Furniture Co. vs. S. Ry. 
et al. Furniture. No. 6328, Sub. 3; 
Feb. 14. 

Peden Iron and Steel Co. vs. 8S. P. et 
al. Picks and mattocks. No. 6790; 
April 25. 

Penn Oil and Supply Co., Ltd., vs. L. S. 
& M. S. Petroleum. No. 6410; Jan. 
10. 

Pennsylvania Co. Connection with wa- 
ter line. No. 6618; Mch. 7. 

Peppard, J. G. Seed Co., St. Louis, vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Millet, sorghum 
and cane seeds. No. 6820; May 9. 

Pepper and Diemer, Bagley, Minn., vs. 
Great Northern. Coal. No. 6357, Sub. 
No. 17; Jan. 10. 

Pepper & Diemer, Minnesota, vs. M 
St. P. & Sault Ste. Marie Coal and 
Grain. No. 6357, Sub. 20; Jan. 24. 

Pere Marquette. Connection with wa- 
ter line. No. 6691; Mech. 21. 

Perry, Chas. T., & Co. vs. A. E. et al. 
Candles. No. 6772; April 18. 

Petit Salt Co., Milwaukee, vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al. Salt. No. 6435; Jan. 17. 

Peycke Bros. Commission Co. of Kan- 
sas City, Mo., vs. C. R. I. & P. et 
al. Cranberries. No. 6418; Jan. 10. 

Phoenix Printing Co. et al. vs. M. K. 
& T. et al. Print paper. No. 6543; 
Feb, 14. 

Phosphate Mining Co. vs. Seaboard. 
Interest on overcharges. No. 6540, 
Sub. 3: Mch. 7. 

Pillsbury Flour Mills Co. vs. G. N. 
Wheat. No. 6465; Jan. 17. 

Pioneer Cycle Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al. Motorcycles. No. 6346, Subs. 3 
and 4; Feb. 7. 

Pioneer Cycle Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al. No. 6346, Sub. 2; Feb. 14. 

Pittmans & Dean Co., Detroit, vs. G. 
T. et al. Demurrage and switching 
coal. No. 6927: June 13. 

Pittsburg and Buffalo Co. vs. H. V. 
Demurrage charges. No. 6635; Mch. 7. 

Pittsburg Crucible Steel Co. vs. P. Co. 
Demurrage. No. 6859; May 16. 

Pittsburg Metal Bed Co. vs. N. Y. C. 
& H. R. et al. Brass tubing. No. 
6629; Mch. 7. 

Platt Produce Co., Stockton, Cal., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Storage charges 
on vegetables. No. 6915; June 13. 

Platten Produce Co. vs. M. St. P. & 
Sault Ste. Marie et al. Christmas 
trees. No. 6632; Mch. 7. 

Platten Produce Co. et al., Wisconsin, 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Christmas 
trees. No. 6971; June 20. 

Pluto Powder Co. vs. A. A. R. R. et al. 
Wood pulp. No. 6757; April 18. 

Portland, Oregon, Chamber of Com- 


merce vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Bak- | 


ery goods. No. 6419; Jan. 10. 


Powell & O'Rourke, St. Louis, vs. St. | 
L. I..M. & S. et al. Corn. No. 6831; | 


May 16. 


Produce Distributing Co. et al., Seattle, | 


vs. S. P. et al. Melons. No. 6804; 
May 2. 

Public Service Co. of St. Cloud, Minn., 
vs. G. N. et al. Coal. No. 6552, Sub. 
8; May 16. 

Pugh Mfg. Co. vs. Rock Island et al. 
Potato sorters. No. 6556; Feb. 14. 
Pulp and Paper Manufacturers’ Asso- 
ciation, Chicago, vs. D. S. S. & A. 
et al. Pulpwood. No. 6439; Jan. 17. 
Purcell, Lawrence M., vs. C. B. & Q. 
et al. Sheep. No. 6767: April 18. 
Radford-Portsmouth Veneer Co., Vir- 
ginia, vs. N. & W. et al. Veneering, 

ete. No. 6824; May 9. 

Radford-Portsmouth Veneer Co. vs. N. 
& W. et al. Veneer. No. 6847; May 
16. 
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Radina, L. W., & Co. vs. S. Ry. et al. 
Lumber. No. 6721; Mch. 28. 

Rapson Coal Mining Co. et al. vs. K. 
Cc. M. & O. et al. Coal. No. 6607; 
Feb. 28. 

Rath Packing Co. vs. I. C. et al. Pack- 
ing house products. No. 6621; Mch. 7. 

Rawleigh, W. T., Medical Co. vs. C. & 
N. W. et al. Patent medicines. No. 
6604; Feb. 28. 

Rawleigh, W. T., Medical Co. vs. C. & 
N. W. et al. Spices. No. 6696; Mch. 
21. 

Rawleigh, W. T., Medical Co. vs. C, & 
N. W. et al. Concentrates from crude 
drugs. No. 6581; Feb. 21. 

Rawleigh, W. T., Medical Co. vs. C. & 
N. W. et al. Fly repellant. No. 
6657; Mch,. 14. 

Rayner & Parker, Phila., vs. L. & N. 
et all. Lumber. No. 6839; May 16. 
Red Cedar Shingle Mfgrs. Assn. vs. M. 
& St. L. et al. Red cedar shingles. 
No. 6502; Feb. 14. 

Reel, Herman, Co., Milwaukee, vs. Erie 
et al. Wool. No. 6940; June 13. 

Reel, Herman, Co., vs. C. & E. et al. 
Wool. No. 6940, Sub. 1; June 13. 

Reliance Automobile Co. vs. Burlington 
et al. Traction engine. No. 6516; 
Feb. 14. 

Reynier & Bros., Pittsburg, vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. Condensed milk. No. 6994; 
June 27. 

Rinden, C. W., Los Angeles, vs. A. T. 
& & FF @ oF Motorcycles. No. 
6812, Sub. 3; June 20. 

Road Supply & Metal Co. vs. C. R. L 
& P. Metal road drags. No. 6554; 
Feb. 14. 

Rockford Paper Box Board Co., Illinois, 
vs. l. C. et al. Silicate of soda. No. 
6992; June 27. 

Rock Hill, city of, vs. S. Ry. Iron pipe. 
No. 6651; Mch. 14. 

Rock Hill (S. C.) Buggy Co. vs. S. 
Ry. et al. Vehicle parts and ma- 
terials. No. 6815; May 2. 

Rogers Lumber Co. vs. M. C. and N. 
P. Coal. No. 6627; Mch. 7. 

Rosenbaum, J., & Son, Centerville, Ia., 
vs. C. B. & Q. et al. Old pipe and 
boiler shells. No. 6896; May 23. 

Rosenblatt, H., & Sons et al, Beloit, 
vs. Ann Arbor et al. Class and com- 
modity; June 20. 

Rotan Grocery Co. vs. Morgan's L. & 
T. R. R. & S. S. Co. et al. Bananas. 
No. 6642; Mch. 7. 

Royster, F. S., Guano Co., Norfolk, vs. 
Seaboard Air Line et al. Phosphate 
rock. No. 6954; June 20. 

Ruemmeli-Dawley Mfg. Co., St. Louis, 
vs. M. P. et al. Ice cans. No. 6836; 
May 16. 

Rumsey & Co. vs. C. & N. W. et al. 
Weights. No. 6563; Feb. 14. 

Rutland R. R. Connection with Rut- 
land Transit Co. No. 6606; Mch. 7. 
Rutter, David, & Co., Chicago, vs. C. 
& N. W. et al. Coal. No. 6821; 

May 9. 

Safety Armorite Conduit Co., Pittsburg, 
vs. C. & N. W. et al. Iron pipe. No. 
6826; May 9. 

San Joaquin Light and Power Corpora- 
tion vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Creosot- 
ing material. No. 6515, Sub. 1; Feb. 
14. 

San Jose Chamber of Commerce et al. 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Withdrawal 
of terminal rates. No. 6717; Mch. 28. 

San Toy Coal Co. vs. A. C. & Y. et al. 
Coal. No. 6796; May 2. 

Scattergood, S. F., & Co. vs. P R. R. 
et al. Grain. No. 6918; June 6. 

Scattergood, S. F., and Co. vs. C. M. 
& St. P. et al. Bran. No. 6457; Jan. 
17. 

Scattergood, S. F., & Co. vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al. Bran. No. 6473; Jan. 17. 

Scattergood, S. F., vs. L. S. & M. S 
et al. Corn. No. 6538; Feb. 14. 

Scheaffer, Charles. & Sons ys. Canadian 
Pacific et al. Grain. No. 6904; May 
30. : 

Schoenhofen, Peter, Brewing Co. vs. 
Pere Marquette et al Beer. No. 
6713; Mch. 21. 

Schrager Coal Co. vs. D. L. & W. 
Coal. No. 6653; Mch. 14. 

Schreiber Hay and Grain Co. vs. Bur- 
lington. Hay. No. 6557; Feb. 14. 

Schultz & Cowne Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. 
et al. Piling. No. 6744: April 11. 

Seaboard Air Line. Control of packet 
Co. No. 6601: Feb. 28. 

Security Vault & Metal Works et al. vs. 
Cc. B. & Q. et al. Sheet iron. No. 
6493, Sub. 1; Mch. 21. 

Semmes, B. J., & Co. et al., Memphis, 


vs. L. & N. et al. Whiskey. No. 
6932; June 13. 

Shaffer, J. C., vs. I. C. Corn. No. 
6411; Jan. 10. 

Shaffmaster, C. E., and B. L. Stevens 
vs. N. O. & N. E, et al. Yellow pine. 
No. 6458; Jan. 17. 

Shands, T. W., W. B. Taylor, and W. 
L. Hughes for Phillips & McFachin 
et al., Meredith, Fla., vs. Seaboard 
Air Line et al. Lumber. No. 6941; 
June 13. 

Shellenberger, W. J., Mercantile Co. vs. 
D. & R. G. et al. Sugar. No. 6456; 
Jan. 17. 

Skewis Grain Co. vs. C. St. P. M. & O. 
Coal. No. 6552, Sub. 6; April 25. 

Sloan, M. W., Anderson, S. C., vs. 
ee et al. Cvual. No. 6957; June 


Sloane, W. & J., San Francisco, vs. 8. 
P. et al. Display racks. No. 6443; 
Jan, 17. 

Small, W. H., & Co. et al. vs. I. C. 
Grain. No. 6519; Feb. 7. 

Smith, F., & Son., Clinton, Ia., vs. C 
& N. W. Box shooks. No. 6814; 
May 2. 

Smith, L. D., et al. vs. T. & P. et al. 
Bananas. No. 6893; Mch. 21. 

Sodeman Heat & Power Co., St. Louis, 
vs. I. C. et al. Heating apparatus 
No. 7013; June 27. 

Sondheimer, E., vs. St. L. I. M. & §&. 
No. 6649; Mch. 7. 

South Haven, Mich., Board of Public 
Works, vs. K. L. S. & C. et al. Coal. 
No. 6532; Feb. 14. 

Southern Hardware Traffic Bureau for 
R. J. Darnell, Inc., vs. I C. et al. 
Hardwood. No. 6468; Jan. 17. 

Southern Pacific. Connection with wa- 
ter lines. No. 6606; Mch. 7. 

Southern Pacific and Albion Lumber 
Co. Relations with schooner. No. 
6991; June 27. 

Southern Produce Co. vs. T. & P. Ba- 
nanas. No. 6536; Feb. 14. 

Southern Wisconsin Sand & Gravel Co. 
vs. C. & N. W. Sand and gravel 
switching charges. No. 6683; Mch. 14. 

Southport Mill, Ltd., New Orleans. Cot- 
tonseed cake. No. 6810; May 2. 

Southwestern Milling Co. et al. vs. M. 
P. Milling in transit. No. 6727, Sub. 
1; April 11. 

Southwestern Missouri Millers’ Club vs. 
<a & A. et al. Grain. No. 6662; Mch. 

Spoke Mfers. Assn. vs. St. Louis South- 
eon etal. Spokes. No. 6874; Jan. 
9 

Squire Dingee Co. vs. C. & N. W. et 

al. Pickles. No. 6548; Feb. 14. 

t. Mathews Produce Exchange vs. L. 

& N. et al. Vegetables. No. 6623; 

Mech. 7. 

St. Paul & Tacoma Lumber Co. vs. G. 
H. & S. A. et al. Creosote oil. No 
6595; Feb. 28. 

Stacy, C. B., vs. S. Ry. et al. Fer- 
tilizer and vegetables. No. 6518; Feb. 
14. 

Stacy, E. P., Fruit Co. vs. Northern & 
American Express Cos. Raspberries. 
No. 6522; Feb. 14. 

Stamford Cycle Co., Texas, vs. A. T 
& S. F. et al. Motorcycles. No 
6828; May 16. 

Standard Mirror Co. vs. S. Ry. et al. 
Sand. No. 6676; Mch. 14. 

Standard Roofing Co. vs. M. K. & T. et 
al. Building & roofing paper. No 
6797; May 2. 

Stanley Works, New Britain, Conn., vs. 
P. R. R. et al. Iron hinges. No. 6966: 
June 20. 

Star Coal Co. vs. St. L. I. M. & S. 
Coal. No. 6638; Mch., 7. 

State Elevator Co., Minneapolis, vs. G 
N et al. Coal. No. 6552, Sub. 9; May 
16. 

Stearns Lumber Co., Hutchinson, Minn., 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Coal. No. 
6552, Sub. 11: June 20. 

Stevens Grocer Co. et al. vs. St. L. L 
M. & S. et al. Coal; Feb. 28. 

Stock, F. W., & Sons vs. C. M. & St. 
P. et al. Wheat. No. 6687: Mch. 14. 

Stowers’ Grain Co., Ft. Worth, vs. St. 
L. I. M. & S. et al. Wheat. No. 
6449; Jan. 17. 

Street Bros. Machine Works, Chatta- 
nooga, vs. Southern. Engine. No. 
6423; Jan. 10. , 

Streever Lumber Co. vs. C. M. & St. 
P. et al. Resting houses. No. 6679: 
Mch. 14. 

Strouse & Son, Tacoma, vs. N. P. et 
al. Pyro novelties. No. 6872; May 23. 

Stubblefield, Jasper, Alabama, vs. St. 


v7) 

















INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD—VOL. XIII. 9 





Louis and San Francisco. Peaches. 
No. 6428; Jan. 10. 

Sulzberger & Sons Co. vs. S. P. et al. 
Grease. No. 6719; Mch. 28. 
sunderland Bros. vs. C. & A. 

Coal. No. 6892; Mch. 21. 


et al. 


superior (Wis.) Mfg. Co. vs. N. P. 
Lime, cement and plaster. No. 6788, 
Sub. 1; April 25. 


superior Mfg. Co. vs. M. St. P. & S. S. 
M. Class rates. No. 6788; April 25. 

Swift & Co. vs. Seaboard Air Line et 
al. Cottonseed foots. No. 6680; Mch. 
14. 

swift & Co. ys. C. & G. W. et al. 
tonseed oil. No. 6720; Mch. 28. 

swift & Co. vs. M. P. et al. Ice. No. 
6739; April 4. 

Swift & Co. vs. St. L & 8S. F. et al. 
Icing. No. 6739, Sub. 1; May 2. 

Switt & Co. va. PP. .R. BR. Co. 
Kainite. No. 6743; April 11. 

Texas Refining Co. vs. A. & V. et al. 
Lard. No. 6451; Jan. 17. 

Thatcher Medicine Co. vs. C. N. O. & 
T. P. et al. Syrup. No. 6668: Mch. 14. 

Thompson, Richie & Co. et al. vs. V. 
S. & P. et al. Class and commodity. 
No. 6513; Feb. 14. 

Timpson, 8S. C., Brokerage Co. vs. A. E. 
et al. No. 6740; April 4. 

Topeka Packing Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
et al. Eggs. No. 6568; Feb. 14. 

Topeka Traffic Assn. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
et al. Iron and steel articles. No. 
6982; June 20. 

‘orrey Cedar Co., Clintonville, Wis., vs. 
Cc. & N. W. et al. Cedar poles. No. 
6884; May 23. 

‘ottle-Campbell Dry Goods Co., St. Jo- 
seph, Mo., vs. M. P. et al. Through 
rates on merchandise. No. 6959; June 
20. 

Tri-State Auto & Suppty Co., Los An- 
geles, vs. S. P. L. A. & S. L. et al. 


Cot- 


et al, 


Dunnage. No. 6946, Sub. 1; June 20. 
Trosted, Albert, & Sons Co. vs. L. V. et 
al. Bi-chromate of soda. No. 6722; 
Mch. 28. 
Tucker Wood-Works Co. vs. L. S. & M. 
S. et al. Wooden rims. No. 6787; 
April 25. 


‘uscaloosa Board of Trade vs. A. G. S. 
et al. Class rates. No. 7006; June 27. 

United States vs. P. R. R. et al. Mer- 
chandise at Philadelphia Navy Yard. 
No. 6816; May 2. 

United States Button Co., Muscatine, 
la., vs. C. R. I, & P. terminal switch- 
ing. No. 6879; May 23. 

nited States Glue Co., Wis., vs. C. & 
N. W. et al. Glue. No. 6832; May 16. 

United States Gypsum Co. vs. C. & 8S. 
et al. Plaster. No. 6771; April 138. 

Utah Junk Co. vs. C. P. & St. L. et al. 
Second hand machinery. No. 6805; 
May 2. 

Utah Wholesale Grocery Co. vs. N. & 
W. et al. Peanuts. No. 6636; Mch., 7. 

andenboom-Stimson Lumber Co. et 
al., Memphis, vs. St. L. L M. & S. 
Lumber. No. 6960; June 20. 

Van Dusen-Harrington Co., Minneapolis, 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Corn. No. 
6902; May 30. 

‘irginia-Carolina Chemical Co. vs. I. C. 


- 


et al. Potash. No. 6871; May 23. | 
Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co., Rich- | 
mond, Va., vs. L. & N. et al. Nitrate 


of soda. No. 6923; June 13. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. vs. A. 
C. L. Sulphuric acid. No. 6658; Mch. 
14, 

Valrath & Sherwood Lumber Co., Oma- 
i, vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Lumber. 
No, 6899; May 23. 

Varner Iron Co., Nashville, vs. L. & 
N. Coke. No. 6809; May 2. : 

Vaterbury Felt Co. vs. Boston & A\l- 
bany et al. Wool. No. 6823: May 9. 

Vaterman Lumber & Supply Co., Kan- 
sas City, va. St. L. & 8S. F. et al. 
Coal. No. 7014; June 27. 
tsontown (Pa.) Brick Co. vs. C. B. 
& Q, et al. ‘Zinc. No. 6895; May 23. 
attam, W. H., Denton, Texas, vs. T. 
« P. et al. Bananas. No. 7015; June 


1ukesha Lime and Stone Co. vs. C. 
M. & St. P. et al. Gravel. No. 6675; 
Mch, 14, 

eakly & Worman Co., Dayton, vs. C. 
H. & D. Demurrage on canned fruits. 
_No. 6920; June 13. 

estern Clock Co. vs. C. B. & Q. et al. 
tie and matches. No. 6698; Mch. 


estern Lumber & Grain Co. vs. C. 
M. & St. P. Flax. No. 6596; Feb. 28. 
eston Dodson & Co., Inc., et al. vs. 





Cc. R. R. of N. J. 
April 18. 

Weston-Mott Co., 
& R. et al. 
1; June 13. 

West Salem Canning Co. vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. Canned peas. No. 6782; 
April 18. 

Wheeler & Mother Mercantile Co., St. 
Joseph, vs. M. P. et al. Dry goods. 
No. 6959, Sub. 2; June 27. 

Whitesell, W. H., Los Angeles, vs. C. 
B. & Q. et al Motorcycles. No. 
6812, Sub. 1; May 16. 

Wichita Business Men’s Assn. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. et al. Iron and steel ar- 
ticles. No. 6799; May 2. 

Wier & Jordan, California, vs. S. P. et 
al. Creosote. No. 6970; June 20. 

Wilcox, Asa, Wells, Pa., vs. Florida 
East Coast Ry. Household goods and 
vegetables. No. 6432; Jan. 17. 

Wilcox Co. vs. C. & N. W. Switching 
charges at Janesville, Wis. No. 6748; 
April 11. 

Wilcox Lumber Co., Detroit, vs. N. P. 
Lumber and Coal No. 6794, Sub. 6; 
May 16. 

Williams, H. D., Cooperage Co. vs. L. 
V. et al. Coopers’ flags. No. 6726; 
April 4. 

Williams, N. A., Co., Chicago, vs. P. 
Co. et al. Sewer pipe and flue lining. 
No. 7005; June 27. 

Williams Lumber Co., Fayetteville, 
Tenn., vs. N. C. & St. L. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 7001; June 27. 

Wilson-Leuthold Lumber Co. vs. C. M. 
& St. P. et al. Lumber. No. 6802; 
May 2. 

Winter-Truesdell-Ames Co. vs. G. N. 
Grain. No. 6794, Sub. 1; May 2. 

Wood & Skilton vs. Wash. Sou. Co. et 
al. Lumber. No. 6560; Feb. 14. 

Woolworth, F. W., Co. vs. Erie and L. 
S. & M. S. Brass goods. No. 6542; 
Feb. 14. 

Wright Coal & Coke Co., Md., vs. Ha- 
gerstown & Frederick et al. Coal. 
No. 6837; May 16. 

Wyatt & Green Paper Box Co. vs. C. 
B. & Q. Glazed paper. No. 6510; 
Feb. 14. 

Yakima County Horticultural Union vs. 
Northern Express Co. Cherries. No. 
6524; Feb. 14. 

Yellow Pine Sash, Door, and Blind Mfg. 
Assn, et al. vs. S. Ry. et al. No. 6883; 
May 23. 

Zelnicker, W. A., Supply Co., St. Louis, 
vs. St. J. & G. I. et al. Second hand 
stee] rails and angle bars. No. 6972; 
June 20. 

Zelnicker, W. A., Supply Co., St. Louis. 
vs. C. R. I. & P. et al. Car trucks. 
No. 6948; June 20. 


Coal. No. 6770; 


Flint, Mich., vs. P. 
Bar steel. No. 6842, Sub. 





Zenith Milling Co. vs. C. & A. Grain. 
No. 6727; April 4. 
Conflict between route and rate (Legal 
Dept.); p. 773. 
Congestion at terminals; p. 439. 
Congestion of traffic; 3ush Terminal 


method of curing it (Short Haul Dept.); 
p. 930. 

Conley, J. T., General Freight Agent C. 
M. & St. P.; p. 202. 

Containers; list of being 
Haul Dept.); p. 778. 

Containers; must be marked; p. 1127. 

Contract; for transportation, not storage 
(Legal Dept.); p. 585. 

Confiscatory rates, determination of 
(Washington Letter); p. 47. 

Consolidation, taking apart (Washington 
Letter); p. 47. 

Conspiracy; charges made by Senator La 
Follette (Editorial); p. 893. 

Consular and Trade Report: pp. 
1116, 1267, 1314, 1318. 

Conveyor; overhead system (Short Haul 
Dept.): p. 1082. 

Cooperation between carrier and shipper 
(Editorial); p. 1141. 
Cooperation, of farmers 

1285. 

Corn, grades for commercial; p. 79. 

Costs; problem of rising; article by J. J. 
Dauch; p. 298. 

Costs, passenger and freight, inquiry; p. 
907. 

Cotton; in re rules and regulations gov- 
erning concentration of cotton and cot- 
ton linters at points in Arkansas; p. 
278; see decisions of IL C. C. 

Cotton and cotton linters’ rates; p. 1201; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Couffer, U. G.; freight claim agent Penn- 
sylvania lines; p. 2. 

Coyle, P. W.; traffic commissioner of 
business men's league of St. Louis. 


made (Short 


1036, 


(Editorial); p. 


Cullen, William E.; traffic director Chi- 
cago manufacturing district; p. 410. 
Cummins, Senator, of Iowa; makes ad- 

dress on rate advance; p. 752. 
Cummins Bill; measure to amend inter- 
state commerce act reported; p. 1020. 
Damage; proof of; New Orleans Board of 
Trade, Ltd., vs. Illinois Central R. R. 
ea al.; p. 162; see decisions of I. 


Damage by fire; responsibility for; Leroy 
Fiber Co. vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Ry. Co.; Supreme Court decision; 
p. 515. 

Damage; carriers’ protection of property 
copeant by floods (Legal Dept.); p. 

0. 

Damaged Goods; duty of owner when 
they are not total loss (Legal Dept.); 
p. 128. 

Damages; special; in delayed shipments 
(Legal Dept.); p. 488. 

Damages, special, in lost shipment (Le- 
gal Dept.); p. 1308. 

Damages, special; recoverable only on 
notice of special circumstances (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1220. 

Damages; measure of, to middleman un- 
der uniform bill of lading (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1079. 

Daniels, Commissioner; opinion in Ilinois 
Central case discussed (Washington 
Letter); p. 1047. 

Daniels, W. M.; appointment confirmed; 
p. 708. 

Daniels, W. M.; comments on appoint- 
ment (Editorial); p. 733. 

Daniels, W. M.; scholar in practical eco- 
nomics (Washington Letter); p. 687. 
Danville, Va.; rate argument before the 

Commission; p. 73. 

Dauch, J. J.; article on problem of rising 
cost; p. 298. 

Davis, George W.; General freight agent 
Vandalia & St. Louis; p. 646. 

Decisions; Court and Commission (Wash- 
ington Letter); p. 99. 


DECISIONS OF INTERSTATE COM- 

MERCE COMMISSION. 

(Decisions. under the above caption 
are indexed by title where there is a 
complainant. Where there is none they 
are in dexed by the commodity or sub- 
ject aZected. All decisions are also 
indexed by the latter method in the 
regular alphabetical list.) 

Accounts. In the matter of rates, prac- 
tices, accounts and revenues of car- 
riers subject to act to regulate com- 
merce (St. P. and Puget Sound ac- 
counts); case No. 933 (29 I. C. C., 508- 
518); decided Feb. 9, 1914. Serious ir- 
regularities in the accounts of the Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway 
Co., and of its subsidiary, the Chi- 
eago, Milwaukee & Puget Sound 
Railway Co., described, criticized and 
condemned; March 14, p. 505. 

Acme White Lead and Color Works 
et al. vs. Northern Pacific Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 6479 (Unreported Opinion); 
p. 917. 

Adams, J. A., & Sons Co., Ltd., et al. 
vs. Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific 
Ry. Co.; case No. 5656 (29 I. C. C., 
52-61; submitted Jan. 12, 1914; de- 
cided Jan. 13, 1914. Upon complaint 
alleging unjust discrimination against 
complainants and undue preference 
to competitors in the application and 
operation of transit rules; Held: 
That it is unjustly discriminatory 
against complainants for defendants 
to assess switching charges against 
complainants at Monroe, Gibbsland, 
Ruston and Sibley, La., while accord- 
ing a like service without charge to 
complainants’ competitors at Vicks- 
burg and Jackson, Miss,; Feb. 7, p. 
264. 

Alton Board of Trade vs. Chicago & 
Alton R. R. Co. et al; 4th section 
application No. 1952 of Louisville & 
Nashville R. R. Co.; case No. 5396 
(28 I. C. C., 589-594); submitted Nov. 
5, 1913; decided Dec, 8, 1913. Ad- 
justment of class rates from East St. 
Louis to Henderson and Owensboro, 
Ky., not found to be discriminatory 
as against rates from Alton, IIL, to 
same point. (2) Upon consideratior 
of the application of the Louisville 
and Nashville R. R. Co. for permis- 
sion to continue lower class rates 
from Alton to Louisville than rates 
on like traffic from Alton to Hen- 
derson and Owensboro and interme- 
diate points: Held, that the rates 
from Alton to Henderson and Owens- 
boro and intermediate stations west 
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thereof should not exceed the rates 
concurrently applicable from the same 
point of origin to Louisville; Jan. 3, 
p. 4. 

American Coal and Supply Co. vs. C. & 
N. W. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5702 (30 
I. Cc. C., 492-494); defendants’ through 
charges for the transportation of soft 
coal from Indiana mines to Terra 
Cotta, IlL., via Chicago, found on the 
facts of record not unreasonable 
Complaint dismissed; June 13, p. 1207. 

American Hay Co. vs. Central Ver- 
mont Ry. Co.; case No. 523 (29 I. C. C 
659-663); submitted May 10, 1913; de- 
cided March 2, 1914. (1) Defend 
ant’s tariff rule limited storage of 
hay at pier 29, East River, New York, 
N. Y., to no more than five carloads 
for any one consignee, any cars in 
excess of that number to be held at 
New London, Conn., or other points 
on its line, subject to a storage or 
demurrage charge of $1 per car per 
day. Held: That euch rule is not 
unreasonable or discriminatory, and 
that complainant’s traffic is not 
thereby subjected to undue prejudice. 
(2) Rule providing for exemption 
from demurrage charges when same 
accrue on account of bunching re- 
quired to be incorporated in _ tariff. 
(3) teparation awarded with re- 
spect to certain demurrage charges; 
April 4, p. 649. 

American Refining Co. vs. St. Louis & 
San Francisco R. R. Co. et al.; case 
No. 6087 (30 I. Cc. C., 103-104); rate 
of 17c per 100 pounds for the trans- 
portation of petroleum road oil and 
petroleum tailings from Okmulgee, 
Okla., to St. Louis, Mo., and East St 
Louis, Ill., found to be unreasonable 
and unduly prejudicial to the extent 
it exceeds 14%c per 100 pounds; May 
2, p. 845. 

Anderson-Tully Co. et al. vs. Morgan's 
Louisiana & Texas R. R. & Steamship 
Co. et al.;: case No. 5191 (30 L C. C., 
140-146): rules enforced at New Or- 
leans, La., for the assessment against 
steamship companies of demurrage 
charges on shipments of forest prod- 
ucts moving on through export bills 
of lading via that port not found to 
unjustly discriminate against’ ship- 
ments moving to the port on local 
bills of lading for export. Complaint 
dismissed; May 9, p. 904. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. 
et al.: case No. 5422: see Pacific 
Creamery Co. vs. Southern Pacific Co 
et al.: p. 373. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. 
Arizona & New Mexico Ry. Co. et al.; 
l. and S. 266 (29 I. C. C., 424-427); 
submitted Jan. 8, 1914; decided Feb. 
9, 1914. The complaint in 5423 attacks 
as unreasonable and unduly prejudi- 
cial rates on flour and other grain 
products from Kansas, Oklahoma, Ne- 
braska, Colorado, Iowa and Missouri 
to points in Arizona. As illustrative 
of the adjustment the rate from Hutch- 
inson, Kan., to Phoenix is $1.12 per 
100 pounds. In I. and 8. Docket No. 
266 respondents propose to increase 
the rate on wheat from the same ter- 
ritory of origin as that involved in 
5423 from 58e to $1 per 100 pounds. 
To California terminals from Hutchin- 
son the rate on wheat is 58c and on 
flour 65c. Rates on flour involved in 
5423 held to be unreasonable and un- 
duly prejudicial to the extent that 
they exceed the defendants’ contem- 
poraneous rates on flour to the ter- 
minals, and proposed increase in the 
rate on wheat in I. and S. Docket No. 
266 held not to be justified: Feb. 21, 
p. 379. 

Atlanta Freight Bureau vs. Nashville, 
Chattanooga & St. Louis Ry. et al., 
and Same vs. Southern Ry. et al.; 
cases Nos. 4461 and 4637 (29 L C. C., 
476-495); submitted April 11, 1913; de- 
cided Feb. 3, 1914. Atlanta adjust- 
ment approved; March 7, p. 458. 

Bananas. In the matter of rates on 
bananas from New Orleans, Galveston 
and other gulf ports to Topeka, Lin- 
coln and Beatrice (I. and S. 311); To- 
peka Traffic Assn. vs. A. & V. Ry. 
Co. et al. (case No. 5207); Wichita 
Produce Co. et al. vs. A. & V. Ry. 
Co, et al.; case No. 6053 (30 I. C. C., 
510-523); in Topeka Traffic Assn. vs. 
A. & V. Ry. Co., 27 I. C. C.. 428, the 
Commission held that the maintenance 
of higher rates by defendants for the 
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transportation of bananas in carloads 
trom New Orleans, La., Galveston, 
Tex., to Topeka, Kan., than they con- 
temporaneously maintainedand charged 
to Lincoln and Beatrice, Neb., was 
unjustly discriminatory against To- 
peka, and defendants were required 
to remove the discrimination. To com- 
ply with the Commission's order de- 
fendant’s proposed to increase the 
rates from the points named to Lin- 
coln and Beatrice. The proposed in- 
creased rates having been suspended 
and a general investigation having 
been made into the rates on bananas 
from gulf ports to points in Nebraska 
and Kansas, Held: (1) That carriers 
have not justified the proposed in- 
creased rates from New Orleans, La., 
and Galveston, Tex., to Lincoln and 
seatrice, Neb., and that the schedules 
under suspension should be canceled. 
(2) That the rate from New Orleans 
to Topeka, Kan., should not exceed 
the rate from New Orleans to Kansas 
City, Mo., by more than 8c per 100 
pounds, and should not be higher than 
the rate contemporaneously charged 
from New Orleans to Lincoln or Beat- 
rice, Neb.; June 20, p. 1245. 

Becker, Charles, trading as Winconsin 
Coal Co., vs. Pere Marquette R. R. 
Co, et al.; Elmore Benjamin Coal Co. 
vs. Same (Sub. No. 1); Calloway Fuel 
Co. vs. Same (Sub. No. 2); case No. 
5650 (28 1. C. C., 645-660); submitted 
Oct. 18, 1913; decided Dec. 8, 1913. 
Complainants contend that they are 
entitled to free reconsignment of coal 
at Milwaukee and ask reparation on 
account of damage suffered as the re- 
sult of alleged unjustifiable holding of 
cars at Ludington, including recon- 
signment and demurrage charges paid 
on cars detained, as well as tort dam- 
ages. The complaint also embraces 
a charge of discrimination and further 
alleges that the new tariff, effective 
Feb. 9, 1913, is unreasonable because 
of its failure to provide for reconsign- 
ment at Milwaukee; Held: (1) Com- 
plainants were not entitled to free re- 
consignment at Milwaukee under the 
tariff of Oct. 2, 1912,,.but were en- 
titled to reconsignment at a charge of 
$2 per car. The detention of cars at 
Ludington was unjustifiable and de- 
murrage charges were improperly as- 
sessed and must be refunded. (2) 


With respect to cars which arrived at; 


Ludington before the receipt of pass- 
ing notice and proper time for giving 
disposition orders, the charges paid 
were improperly assessed and should 
be refunded. There is no evidence 
upon which to measure damages as 
to cars on which the notice was suffi- 
cient. Damage regarding these lies 
in the difference between the value of 
the reconsignment service at Milwau- 
kee and at Ludington. No damages 
were proved as the result of granting 
reconsignment to complainants’ com- 
petitors and denial of the service to 
complainants. (3) The Commission’s 
jurisdiction to award tort or general 
damages, as distinguished from rate 
damages, discussed in Joynes vs. P. 
R. R. Co., 17 lL. C. C., 361, and in Hills- 
dale Coal and Coke Co. vs. P. R. R. 
Co., 23 I. C. C., 186. In the present 
case there should be no award for 
damages of this nature. This con- 
clusion rests on the general principle 
of the law of torts that one who suf- 
fers a tort damage must use 
due diligence to minimize or avoid his 
loss. (4) The Commission has power, 
in its discretion, to require the estab- 
lishment of the reconsignment and 
diversion on the basis of the through 
rate from the point of origin to new 
destination with a fair charge for the 
extra services performed. (5) A car- 
rier may, as a matter of convenience, 
when its terminal tracks are con- 
gested, hold cars at some point short 
of destination, provided such a course 
involves no disadvantage to the pub- 
lic. (6) Tariff provision with regard 
to the giving of passing notice at 
Toledo should be made. If after the 
receipt of such notice shiprers fail 
to give disposition orders before the 
ears reach Milwaukee, they shall be 
charged for the service $2 per car; 
otherwise the service is to be free. 
(7) The power of Congress to regulate 
interstate commerce is not hampered 
by contracts made by individuals, L 
& N. R. R. Co. vs. Mottley, 219 U. S.. 
467. A corporation cannot disable it- 


XIII. 


self by contract from the performance 
of public duties and thereby make 
public accommodation or convenience 
subservient to its private interests. 
Gibbs vs. Consolidated Gas Co. of Bal- 
timore, 130 U. S., 398. (8) The ques- 
tion of detention is one that must be 
worked out by itself, and the advan- 
tages of reconsignment cannot be 
thrown away in order to avoid abuses 
that can be remedied in other ways; 
Jan. 17, p. 101. 

Bills of Lading. In the matter of bills 
of lading; discrimination respecting 
loss and damage claims; case No. 4844 
(29 I. Cc. C., 417-420); decided Feb. 9, 
1914. Carriers and shippers in Official 
and Western Classification territories, 
in order to prevent unjust discrimina- 
tion, have joined in a request for the 
Commission's approval of a waiver for 
a specified period of the four months’ 
limitation within which claims for 
loss, damage or delay must be pre- 
sented, as contained in the bills of 
lading referred to in tariffs on file 
with the Commission; Held: That 
(1) The Commission has no authority 
to order carriers to disregard their 
tariffs, nor does it feel justified in ac- 
quiescing in the adjustment of mat- 
ters brought into the condition here 
presented by reason of disregard of 
tariff provisions, except from the 
necessity of a situation like this, when 
to do otherwise must leave unecor- 
rected grossly unjust and widespread 
discriminations. (2) For reasons given 
in the report, the carriers should deal 
with all claims of this character upon 
their merits in good faith and without 
discrimination as to this rule regard- 
ing the period of time within which 
such claims should be presented. (3) 
teasonableness of such period of lim- 
itation not passed on; Feb. 28, p. 413 

Board of Trade of the City of Chicago 
vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry 
Co. et al.; case No. 5419 (29 I. C. C., 
438-448): submitted Oct. 17, 1913: de- 
cided Feb. 3, 1914. (1) The failure of 
the five defendant carriers to absorb 
the switching charges on grain deliv- 
ered to Chicago industries off their 
line while absorbing such charges in 
the cases of other commodities does not 
constitute unlawful discrimination. 
Discrimination under the third section 
to be undue and unlawful must ordi- 
narily be such that the prejudice aris- 
ing out of it against one party is a 
source of advantage to the other ai- 
leged to be favored. (2) The question 
as to whether or not the defendants 
line charge for shipments of grain to 
Chicago is unreasonable to the extent 
that it does not include the switching 
charge is not for determination in this 
proceeding. This is true also as to 
the issue of discrimination between 
localities, namely, between Chicago 
and competitive grain markets such 
as Peoria and Pekin, and between 
grain-shipping points located on the 
lines of the defendant roads and cross- 
country grain-shipping points on the 
lines of the roads which absorb the 
switching charges. Issues not clearly 
raised in the pleadings cannot be de- 
termined by us. (3) The proof ad- 
duced on the charge of discrimination 
against millers in Chicago in favor of 
millers at points outside of Chicago 
held not to be sufficient to alter the 
conclusions on the general charge of 
discrimination just indicated. (4) The 
question as to which of the carriers, 
inbound or outbound, participating in 
the movement of grain through Chi- 
cago should assume the burden of ab- 
sorption of switching charges, is one 
which might be more satisfactorily ad- 
justed through negotiation than be de- 
cision. Suggestions made regarding 
the adjustment of this question; Feb. 
28, p. 417. 

Bond Issue. In the matter of a pro- 
posed bond issue by the N. Y. C. & 
H. R. R. R. Co.; case No. 5960 (30 T. 
Cc. C., 147-152): by direction of Sen- 
ate resolution the Commission reports 
to the Senate the facts, and its opin- 
ion on certain questions raised thereby 
in connection with the New York 
Central & Hudson River R. R. Co.’s 
proposal to consolidate with that com- 
pany the Lake Shore & Michigan 
Southern Ry. Co. and certain of its 
owned or controlled lines, and to re- 
fund $90.578.400 of the New York Cen- 
tral Co.’s Lake Shore collateral 3% 
per cent bonds with the consolidated 
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ompany’s 4 per cent mortgage bonds 
n consideration for the consent of 
these bondholders to the consolida- 
tion; May 2, p. $40. 
tsford and Barrett vs. P. R. 
ase No. 4765 (29 I. C. C., 469-472); 
submitted Dec. 14, 1912; decided Jan. 
2, 1914, Defendant’s charge of 4c 
per 100 pounds for switching grain 
n carloads at Bellefonte, Pa., found 
inreasonable to the extent that it ex- 
eeded $5 per car. Reparation award- 
ed; Feb. 28, p. 428. 
xboard. In the matter of boxboard 
rates from Wilmington, DL, and other 
points to Chicago. Milwaukee and 
ther points; I. and §. 302 (29 IL. C. 
( 694-696): proposed increase in rate 
strawboard, boxboard, chipboard 
ind other paper stock products from 
Wilmington, Ill., to Milwaukee and 
ther points in Wisconsin and Indi- 
ina held not to be justified and tariffs 
directed to be canceled; April 4, p. 
661 
cket, C. S., 





R. Co.; 


Co. vs. Great Northern 
Express Co.; case No. 5848 (29 I. C. 
G 667-668); express package with 
lestination and routing marked there- 
n by shipper was offered for trans- 
ortation with receipt already made 
ut by shipper showing different but 
orrect routing. The receipt was 
signed and returned to the shipper 
x vithout observing the discrepancy, 
nd the carrier transported the pack- 
ige in accordance with the routing 
narked on the latter; Held, That the 
carrier was not responsible for charges 
neurred in transporting the ship- 
ment in accordance with the routing 
narked on the package; Apr. 4, p. 651. 


»wnsville In the matter of class 
and commodity rates; & apa. .&. 
307 (30. I C. C., 479-487); respond- 
ents propose to increase the class 
rates and certain commodity rates 
rom New Orleans, Harvey and Port 
Chalmette, Ia., to Brownsville, Tex. 


The present rates to Brownsville vio- 
ate the fourth section both as to 
oints of origin and as to points of 
destination and were established to 

7 eet water competition, The suspended 
ates are based on the rate from New 
Orleans to Texas common points, plus 
he regular Brownsville differential. 
At the hearing respondents modified 
their proposal to the extent of ob- 
serving Houston combinations as 
maxima wherever they are lower than 
the suspended rates: Held, That rates 
proposed by respondents at the hear- 
ing should be permitted to become ef- 
fective, with the exception of the rate 
on roasted cotee, which should be 
no higher than 5c over the rate con- 
temporaneously maintained on green 
coffee; June 6, p. 1171. 

Bryant, J. E., Co. vs. Fort Worth and 
Denver City Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 
4703 (28 I. C. C., 594-598); submitted 

« Sept. 18, 1912; decided Oct. 7, 1913. 

(1) Rate of 81 cents per 100 pounds 
now in effect for the transportation 
of bananas in carloads from New Or- 
eans, La., to Amarillo, Tex., not found 
inreasonable or unduly prejudicial. 
2) Defendants’ tariffs effective from 
May 15, 1911, to Feb. 15, 1912, found 
to have provided a rate of 67 cents 
per 100 pounds for the transportation 
of bananas in carloads from New Or- 
eans, La., to Amarillo, Tex. Repara- 
ion awarded on account of over- 
harges. (3) Charges on shipments 
f cocoanuts in straight carloads, or 
mixed carloads with bananas, found 
o have been unreasonable to the ex- 

« tent they exceeded charges based on 
rate of 81 cents per 100 pounds. Re- 
paration awarded; Jan. 3, p. 14. 

Buffalo, Rochester & Pittsburgh Ry. Co. 
s. Pennsylvania Co.; case No. 3244 
29 I. C. C., 114-119): submitted Dec. 

1912; decided Dec. 3, 1913. Defend- 

int refuses to transport for complain- 
nt interstate carload shipments of 
reight from and to industries on de- 
fendant’s lines within the switching 
mits of the city of New Castle, Pa., 
ile it transports similar traffic for 
ree other carriers serving the same 
oint; Held: That this discrimination 
zainst complainant is undue and un- 
iwful. Feb. 7, p. 282. 

ter and eggs. In the matter of but- 
er and egg rates; I. and 8S. No. 246 
9 I. C. C., 45-51); submitted Nov. 7, 
113; decided Jan. 5, 1914. Respond- 
ents, operating boats on the great 
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lakes between Buffalo, N. Y., and 
their western termini, recently issued 
supplements to their tariffs adding to 
the list of commodities not accepted 
by them for shipment butter, eggs, 
fresh meats and live or dressed poul- 
try; such supplements were suspended 
pending investigation as to the rea- 
sonableness of these prohibitions; 
Held: That the request of protestants 


made upon respondents to provide 
transportation for butter, eggs and 
dressed poultry is reasonable, and 
that their refusal to provide such 
transportation in the past for such 
articles was unduly prejudicial and 
disadvantageous. Jan. 31, p. 212. 

Campbell’s Creek Coal Co. vs. Ann Ar- 


bor R. R. Co. et al. (cases Nos. 5572 
and 5584); H. C. Dickinson et al. vs. 
same; case No. 5651 (29 I. C. C., 682- 
693). (1) Defendants’ 
the main-line rates to points on the 
Kanawha & West Virginia and the 
Coal & Coke railroads while denying 
them to complainants constitutes un- 
due and unreasonable prejudice and 
disadvantage to complainants, which 
should be corrected either by cancel- 
ing the main-line rates to points on 
the lines mentioned or by establishing 
the main-line rates as joint rates with 
the Campbell’s Creek Railroad. (2) 
No such undue prejudice may be 
predicated upon the application of the 
main-line rates to points on branches 
of the defendant Kanawha & Michi- 
gan Railroad. (3) The portion of sec- 


tion 1 which makes it the duty of 
every carrier subject to the act to 
furnish cars must be read into that 


portion of section 1, which deals with 
the matter of switching -connections 
between common carriers and lateral 
branch lines. (Huerfano Coal Co. vs. 
CC. &@. BB. & EK. Co., 26 2. Cc. C., 02.) 
(4) Defendants’ contention that it 
would be impossible to hold the Camp- 
bell’s Creek Railroad a common car- 
rier without finding it guilty of a vio- 
lation of the commodities clause, as- 
suming defendants’ construction of the 
law is correct, is not sustained by the 
facts. April 4, p. 657. 

Cancellation. In the matter of Kansas 


City & Memphis Railway Co. rate 
cancellation; Il. and S. No. 252 (28 I. 
Cc. C., 640-644); submitted Oct. 15, 
1913; decided Dec. 8, 1913. Proposed 


cancellation of. joint through rates be- 
tween the St. Louls & San Francisco 
and Kansas City & Memphis railways 
(the latter extending 30 miles from 
Rogers to Siloam Springs, Ark.) per- 
mitted to become e‘ective as to junc- 
tion points between the two carriers; 
to and from local points on the Kan- 
sas City & Memphis, joint rates or- 
dered to be maintained, which may 
be made a reasonable amount above 
the junction point rate. Jan. 10, p. 
62. 

Cedar Rapids Com. Club vs. C. R. I. & 
P. Ry. Co. (case No. 3068); Ft. Dodge 
Shippers’ Assn. vs. C. G. W. R. R. Co. 
(case No. 4447); State of Iowa et al. 
vs. C. St. P. M. & O. Ry. Co. et al.; 
case No. 3464 (29 I. C. C., 539-543); 
decided Jan. 13, 1914. Upon the find- 
ings of the original report herein, 28 
I. C. C., 76, class rates are fixed for 
the future between Chicago and points 
in Iowa and the general basis of com- 
modity rates between the same points 
is indicated. March 21, p. 555. 

Cement; in the matter of rates from 
Mason City: I. & S. 339 (30 L. Cc. C., 
426-430). The Chicago, Milwaukee & 
St. Paul Ry. Co. and the Northern 
Pacific Ry. Co. had established joint 
through rates on cement from Mason 
City, Ia., to certain terminal points in 
Minnesota and North Dakota, which 
through rates had not intermediate 
application. The former carrier pub- 
lished a supplement to its tariff by 
which it apparently unintentionally 
gave intermediate application to the 
low terminal rates. This effect of the 
supplement being discovered, both 
carriers filed tariffs canceling the joint 
through rates to most of the points 
in question. These latter tariffs hav- 
ing the effect of advancing the rates 
above the level established by the 
supplement, protestants objected to 
the filing of the tariffs canceling the 
joint through rates; Held: That the 
equities of the situation demand a re- 
sumption of the status quo as it was 
under the old rates and a hearing 
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upon the reasonableness of those 
rates; June 6, p. 1158. 

Chamber of Commerce, Freight Bureau, 
Macon, Ga., vs. C- N. O. & T. P. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case No. 6060 (30 I. C. C., 
177-478). The existence of lower car- 
load rates on shoe sole leather than 
on raw leather suitable for use in the 
manufacture of harness, bridles and 
horse collars to Macon, Ga., from the 
Ohio and Mississippi River crossings 
and gulf ports not found to result in 
undue prejudice and Gisadvantage to 
the shippers of the latter; June 13, p. 
1202. 

Chattanooga; in re log rates; I. & S. 
256 (30 I. C. C., 36-39). (1) Rates on 
logs which would have been made ef- 
fective by the tariff under suspension 
held unreasonable, but the respondent 
will be permitted to substitute for the 
present rates a scale of rates proposed 
at the hearing. (2) Shippers have no 
such vested interest in a rate by reason 
of contract or by reason of investments 
rade under an existing rate, that this 
fact standing alone would preclude 
the raising of the rate if the same 
were found unreasonably low; May 2, 


p. 842. 
Class and Commodity: in re Fourth 
Section Applications Nos. 8806 and 


8807 of A. C. L. R. R. Co. et al. re- 
specting class and commodity rates 
from Ohio River crossings, St. Louis 
and Memphis to stations in No. Caro- 
lina; submitted Feb. 6, 1914: decided 
March 3, 1914. Authority should be 
granted to establish the rates proposed 
from Ohio River crossings and St. 
Louis, but the rates proposed from 
Memphis should be established as pro- 
portional rates only, applicable on busi- 
ness originating in territory west of 
the Mississippi River, and so limited 
in their application as to prevent in- 
crease of discrimination against inter- 
mediate points of origin; March 21 
p. 557. 

Coal, Rates from Oak Hills, Colo.; I. and 
S. 344 (30 I. C. C., 505-509): proposed 
joint rates of the Denver & Salt Lake 
R. R Co. and Chicago, Rock Island & 
Pacific Rv. Co. for the transportation 
of bituminous coal from Oak Hills, 
Colo., to destinations on the line of 
the Rock Island found not to be justi- 
fied, and Walsenbureg district basis of 
rates via the Rock Island to the same 
destinatiors ordered in lieu thereof; 
June 20, p. 1243. 

Cotton and Cotton Linters’ Rates: I. 
and S. 313 (30 I. C. C., 467-470): the 
proposed withdrawal by respondents 
of concentration privilege at Little 
Rock, Conway and Morrillton, Ark., 
on cotton from points on the Arkan- 
sas Central R. R. and the restriction 


in that respect of shippers to Fort 
Smith and Van Buren, Ark., found 
not to have been justified; June 13, 
p. 1201. 


Coal; proportional rates from Ohio coal 
fields to Mississippi River crossings: 
I. and S. 367 (30 I. C. C., 465-466): 
the cancellation of the proportional 
rate of $2.10 per net ton from the Ohio 
coal fields to the upper Mississippi 
River crossings, applicable on bitumi- 
nous coal destined to points west 
thereof, not justified: June 6, p. 1170. 

Coal; in the matter of coal rates from 
Indiana’ and Illinois mines to stations 
in Iowa; I. and S. 280 (30 I C. C., 
108-110): proposed increased rates on 
coal from grouped mines in southern 
Indiana and Illinois to points on the 
Mason City & Clear Lake and Inter- 
Urban railways in Iowa held to be 
justified and order suspending their 


operation canceled; May 2, p. 847. 
Coal: in the matter of coal rates to 

Dewey, Okla.: I. and S. 338 (30 I. C. 

C., 115-116); proposed increased rates 


on slack and run-of-mine coal from 
West Mineral and Fleming. Kan., to 
Dewey and Bartlesville. Okla., not 
found to be justified and directed to 
be canceled; May 2, p. 848. 

Colorado Mfrs. Assn. et al. (case No. 
4638) and Traffic Bureau of Sioux City 
Commercial Club et al. (case No. 
4011) vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe Ry. Co. et al. (29 I. C. C., 544-549); 
decided Jan. 13. 1914. Under the find- 
ings of the original report herein, 28 
I. cc. C., 82, reasonable commodity 
rates are fixed for the future between 
Chieago. Mississippi River and Mis- 
souri River rate points on the one 
hand and Colorado common points on 
the other; March 14, p. 512. 















INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD—VOL. 


XIil. 





Commercial Club of Terre Haute et al. 


vs. Vandalia R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
5776 (29 IL. C. C., 383-390); submitted 
Dec. 16, 1913; decided Jan. 6, 1914. 
(1) Complaint alleges unreasonable- 
ness per se and undue discrimination 
in the rate adjustment between Terre 
Haute, Ind., and the Missouri River 
and territory west thereof, the allega- 
tion of undue discrimination being 
based primarily upon the fact that 
the Chicago basis of rates is extended 
to Milwaukee and other Wisconsin 
points, and to Gary, Ind., Danville. 
Ill., and certain other Indiana and 
Illinois points, while it is denied to 
Terre Haute; Held: That the circum- 
stances and conditions affecting the 
transportation to and from the other 
points named are substantially dis- 
similar to those obtaining with respect 
to the Terre Haute traffic, and that 
the present adjustment between Terre 
Haute and this western territory has 
not been shown either to be unduly 
discriminatory or unreasonable per se. 
(2) Case largely controlled in principle 
by Indianapolis Freight Bureau case, 
in which undue discrimination was al- 
leged against Indianapolis in favor of 
Chicago. 161. C. C., 56; 231. Cc. C., 
195. Feb. 21, p. 380. 


Cotton. In the matter of rules and reg- 


ulations governing concentration of 
cotton and cotton linters at points in 
Arkansas; I. and 8. 318 (29 I. C. C., 
106-108); submitted Jan. 12, 1914; de- 
cided Jan. 22, 1914. (1) Under the 
suspended tariff rule, cotton and cot- 
ton linters from points in Arkansas 
may be concentrated at Little Rock, 
Pine Bluff, Camden and Texarkana 
and reshipped to interstate destina- 
tions and the benefit of low inbound 
rates to the concentration point se- 
cured, provided the outbound ship- 
ments are not routed by the shipper, 
except as to terminal line at destina- 
tion; Held: That such a rule is in 
contravention of section 15 of the act 
and should be canceled. (2) The offer 
of comparatively low any-quantity 
rates and considerations of economy 
of car supply and expedition in hand- 
ling held to justify maintenance of 
tariff rule giving shippers the option 
of directing routing via established 
routes upon payment of higher local 
rates, or of availing of special low 
inbound rates limited in application 
of traffic, the routing of which from 
the concentration point is left to the 
earrier, or to traffic routed by the 
shipper. via respondent's long-haul 
junctions or routes specially named 
in the tariff. Feb. 7, p. 278. 


Crowders Brothers et al. vs. Atchison, 


Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; 
case No. 6021 (29 I. C. C., 449-456); 
submitted Dec. 29, 1913: decided Feb. 
3, 1914. Upon complaint alleging that 
defendants’ rates for the transporta- 
tion of hides and pelts from points in 
Oklahoma to St. Louis, Mo., East St. 
Louis and Chicago, Ill., Milwaukee, 
Wis., and other points were and are 
unjust, unreasonable and unduly pre- 
judicial to complainants; Held: (1) 
That rates on hides and pelts from 
and to the points herein involved 
should not exceed the rates contem- 
poraneously in effect on packing-house 
products. (2) That the rates com- 
plained of are and have been unjust. 
unreasonable and unduly prejudicial 
from and since Dec. 11, 1911, on which 
date our findings were promulgated in 
Investigation of Alleged Unreasonable 
Rates on Meats, 22 I. C, C., 160. (3) 
That complainants are entitled to an 
award of reparation on shipments 
made subsequent to the date named. 
Feb, 28, p. 421. 

Curry & White Co. et al. vs. Duluth & 
Iron Range R. R. Co. et al., and Wahl- 
stein & Sons vs. same; case No. 5416 
and sub. No. 1 (30 I. C. C., 1-15); sub- 
mitted Oct. 8, 1913; decided March 16, 
1914. Rates on pulpwood in carloads 
from points in Minnesota to Duluth 
applied as parts of the rates for 
through transportation to points in 
Wisconsin and Michigan, not found 
unreasonable. Saw-log rates to Du- 
luth held in this instance not to af- 
ford a fair test of the reasonableness 
of the pulpwood rates. The exaction 
of a higher charge for the transporta- 
tion of pulpwood in carloads from Du- 
luth, Minn., to destinations in Wis- 
consin and Michigan than that con- 


temporaneously exacted for similar 
transportation from Superior, Wis., 
and the application of Superior rates 
from Duluth on other traffic to the 
same destinations held to subject 
pulpwood traffic and the _ shippers 
thereof to undue prejudice and disad- 
vantage. April 11, p. 691. 


Danciger, E., vs. P. C. C. & St. L. Ry. 


Co. et al. and Same vs. Erie R. R. 
Co. et al.; cases Nos. 5834 and 5834, 
sub. No. 1 (29 L. C. C., 99-103); sub- 
mitted Oct. 1, 1913; decided Jan. 6, 
1914. Rate charged for the transpor- 
tation of a carload of damaged over- 
alls and a carload of damaged gloves 
from Dayton, O., to Superior, Wis., 
not found to have been unreasonable. 
Complaints dismissed. Feb. 14, p. 310. 


Eastman-Gardner & Co. et al. vs. Llli- 


nois Central R. R. Co. et al.; case Nos. 
698-707, sub. No. 70 (29 I. C. C., 94- 
98); submitted Feb. 26, 1912; decided 
Jan. 6, 1914. This complaint involves 
the last of the reparation claims that 
were filed with the Commission fol- 
lowing its decision in the Tift and 
Central Yellow Pine Association cases, 
which involved rates on yellow-pine 
lumber from southeastern producing 
territory when consigned to the Ohio 
River locally, and for beyond. All the 
other claims, several hundred in num- 
ber, were paid by the carriers on basis 
of 67 cents on the dollar under a com- 
promise agreement entered into be- 
tween carriers and claimants and ap- 
proved by this Commission upon re- 
quest of both parties. The issue here 
is whether this claimant, with the 
others, accepted that agreement; 
Held: That defendants are justified 
in their contention that claimant did, 
by his actions, personally and through 
his attorney, accept the agreement, at 
least impliedly. As we assume that 
claimant stands ready to do what is 
equitable under the circumstances, as 
viewed by the Commission, and that 
he will accept the amount tendered 
upon this expression of its views, no 
further findings or order are deemed 
to be necessary in the case. Feb. 14, 
p. 308. 


EKichenberg, Carl, vs. Southern Pacific 


Co. et al.; case No. 1277 (28 I. C. C., 
584-588); submitted Oct. 24, 1913; de- 
cided Dec. 8, 1913. In original hear- 
ing Commission held complainant had 
been unlawfully discriminated against 
in matter of doek privileges at Gal- 
veston; complainant then claimed 
reparation in sum of $48,341.54; Held: 
That complainant is entitled to re- 
cover admitted per ton advantage of 
40 cents per ton on 300 tons of cot- 
tonseed meal and cake shipped over 
defendants’ wharves. Jan. 10, p. 48. 


Erickson, Alexander H., Co. vs. C. M. 


& St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5512 
(29 I. C. C., 414-416); submitted Sept. 
5, 1913; decided Jan. 6, 1914. Defend- 
ants’ inland proportion of through 
rates on “all commodities’? from Chi- 
cago, Ill., via Vancouver, B. C., on 
traffic destined to points in Australia 
exceeds the inland proportion of 
through rates from the same point of 
origin to points in Japan, China and 
the Philippine Islands; Held: That 
the different export rates are not 
shown of record to result in undue 
prejudice or disadvantage to complain- 
ant. Complaint dismissed. Feb. 21, 


p. 376 


Excelsior. In re advances on excelsior 


from St. Paul and other points to 
Chicago and other points (1. and S. 
170) and in re advances on flax tow, 
flax moss and flax fiber between St. 
Paul and other points and Chicago 
and other points; I. and S. 182 (29 I. 
Cc. C., 640-642). A carload minimum 
weight which is reasonably adapted 
to the needs of the carriers and the 
great majority of shippers will not be 
increased because one shipper, by the 
expenditure of exceptional effort and 
expense, finds himself able to load 
more heavily than can his competi- 
tors; neither will this Commission un- 
der such circumstances prescribe a 
lower rate per 100 pounds conditonal 
upon the use of a higher minimum 
weight as the measure of the carload. 
March 28, p. 614. 


Explosives; in the matter of withdrawal 


of commodity rates on hige explosives 
from Mississippi River points to the 
east; I. and S. Docket No. 263 (29 
I. C. C., pp. 697-698); submitted July 


30, 1913; decided March 16, 1914. With- 
drawal permitted; April 11, p. 688. 


Fabrication; in the matter of fabrica- 


tion in transit: I. and S. No. 264 (29 
I. Cc. C., p. 70-89); submitted Nov. 5, 
1913; decided Jan. 12, 1914. Re- 
spondents herein attempted to in- 
crease the charge for fabrication-in- 
transi€ service at points in Central 
Freight Association territory from 1% 
to 2% cents per 100 pounds, and in 
some instances to change the rules 
governing transit. Protestants and 
intervener ask that respondents pub- 
lish a more inclusive list of iron and 
steel articles which may enter into the 
fabricated product, extend the time 
limit of transit, and, under proper 
eancellation of inbound billing, permit 
substitution. Held: That (1) Cost 
figures submitted by respondents as 
corrected do not justify the proposed 
increase in the charge for fabrication- 
in-transit service. Rate comparisons 
show that the increase cannot be per- 
mitted to become effective if a sub- 
stantial rate equality—one of the chief 
purposes of transit—at fabricating 
points is to be maintained. Rather 
than permit a variance in the charge 
for the stoppage in transit at the 
many fabricating points, the addi- 
tional expense incident to the service, 
if not at present adequately covered, 
may be reflected in the general level 
of rates on the article which enjoys 
the service. Respondents required to 
cancel the tariffs under suspension 
and to maintain for the _ statutory 
period the present charge of 1% cents 
per 100 pounds. (2) Under section 6 
of the act it is unlawful for a common 
earrier to allow substitution without 
clearly specifying in its tariffs the 
right to substitute. (3) Taken collec- 
tively, the rate, the transit service 
specified, and the regulations govern- 
ing it are a unit, representing definite 
duties and obligations. (4) Under the 
circumstances of this case respondents 
should change their transit rules and 
regulations so as to specifically provide 
for substitution of material drawn 
from the lines of different carriers and 
different territories, and should pro- 
vide for proper accounting, and the 
cancellation of inbound billing to cover 
outbound shipments, local consump- 
tion, waste or shrinkage; frequent 
checking of unfabricated and fabri- 
cated material with billing on hand: 
and the cancellation of billing in ex- 
cess of the fabricated and unfabri- 
cated material on hand, requiring the 
use of the oldest billing for that pur- 
pose. (5) Respondents’ tariff should 
be uniform in their provisions with 
regard to substitution. (6) The list 
of articles upon which fabrication in 
transit is permitted should include all 
articles that are necessary for the 
fabrication of sections of bridges and 
buildings, and should be made uniform 
in respondents’ tariffs. (7) Uniformity 
should be established in the time limit 
within which to fabricate under the 
transit rate. (8) The fundamental 
basis and chief justification of transit 
is the equalization of rates and the 
prevention of discriminations which 
could not otherwise be avoided. (9) 
Transit involves rate difficulties pe- 
culiarly its own. These difficulties 
and the confusion which frequently 
results therefrom obscure the publica- 
tion of rates and deprive tariffs of 
one of their most essential qualities, 
namely, clearness. Intricacies of this 
nature should be most thoroughl 
analyzed and weighed before transit 
is extended into new fields. To deai 
with transit as an established service 
in a limited field is one thing; to fol- 
low a policy of its indfinite extension 
is another. (10) Ordinarily transit 
can only be accorded products which 
move at the same or very nearly the 
same rates as the material from 
which they were made. (11) It is 
reasonable to withhold transit from a 
product that is essentially different 
from the raw material. (12) The Com- 
mission cannot look with favor upon 
an extension of transit to include ad- 
ditional processes unless it is clearly 
shown to be necessary in order to 
avoid discrimination, promote com- 
merce and effect other proper and law- 
ful results: Feb. 7, p. 267 


Fairmont Cleamery Co. vs. Atchison, 


Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al: 
case No. 3447 (28 I. C. C., 661-664): 
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submitted Nov. 3, 1911; decided Dec. 
3, 1913. Rates for fuel oil in carloads 
from Sugar Creek, Mo., to Omaha, 
Crete and Grand Island, Neb., found 
unreasonable: reasonable rates pre- 


scribed; Jan. 17, p. 108. 


‘laxseed, Rates on; I. and §S. 278 (29 
I. C. C., 633-639); submitted Nov. 12, 
1913; decided March 9, 1914. Rates on 
flaxseed at present in effect Minneapo- 
lis to Fredonia, Kan., and other points, 
are lower than rates on wheat to the 
same destinations. In tariffs under 
suspension respondents propose in- 
creases in excess of the wheat rates. 
The rates on flaxseed Minneapolis to 
Chicago and St. Louis are no higher 
than thoseon wheat. Held: (1) The rates 
on flaxseed from Minneapolis and all 
other points to the various consuming 
markets should bear a consistent re- 
lationship to one another and to the 
rates on wheat and other grain. The 
Commission .cannot allow the rates 
which respondents have proposed to 
become effective unless those to com- 
petitive markets are also increased to 
a level correspondingly higher than 
the wheat rates to those markets. (2) 
Carriers will be permitted to increase 
the rate Minneapolis proper to Fre- 
donia from 15 to 20% cents per 100 
pounds, and to establish rates to all 
other destinations involved no higher 
than the present wheat rates. (3) 
No good reason has been advanced 
for maintaining different rates from 
Minneapolis on flaxseed coming from 
points beyond than from Minneapolis 


proper; March 28, p. 609. 
Florida, Railroad Commissioners of the 
State of, vs. Southern Express Co.; 


case No. 3184 (28 I. C. C., 634-639); 
submitted April 26, 1912; decided Jan. 
6, 1914. Commodity rates of the 
Southern Express Co. for the transpor- 
tation of citrus fruits, pineapples, 
cantaloupes and vegetables from points 
in Florida to numerous destinations 
south of the Ohio and Potomac rivers 
and east of the Mississippi River hav- 
ing been considered in connection with 
and substantially reduced in many 
instances as the result of the con- 
clusions announced and order entered 
in the general express investigation 
recently conducted by the Commission, 
no order will now be entered in this 
case; Jan. 31, p. 205. 


‘lour; in the matter of Kansas-Cali- 
fornia flour rates; I. and S. 238 (23 
I. C. C., 459-463); submitted Jan. 8, 
1914; decided Feb. 9, 1914. To Cali- 
fornia terminals from Hutchinson, 
Kan., using Hutchinson as a _ typical 
point in the territory of origin in- 


volved in this proceeding, the present 
rate on wheat in carloads is 58 cents 
and on flour in carloads 65 cents. It 
is proposed by the tariffs under sus- 
pension heréin to increase the flour 
rate to 75 cents. Proposed advance 
found to be not justified and sus- 
pended tariffs directed to be canceled; 
March 7, p. 456. 


‘ort Seott Industrial Assn. vs. St. Louis 


& San Francisco R. R. Co. (case No. 
1259) and Fourth Section Application 
1898 (29 I. C. C., 629-632); submitted 
March 18, 1913; decided March 2, 1914. 
(1) Class and commodity rates main- 
tained by defendant from St. Louis 
Mo., and East St. Louis, Ill., to Fort 
Seott, Kan., not found to be wunrea- 
sonable or unduly prejudicial as com- 
pared with similar rates to Kansas 
City, Mo. (2) A part of Fourth Sec- 
tion Application No. 1898 for permis- 
sion to continue lower rates from St. 
Louis, Mo., and East St. Louis, IIL, to 
Kansas City, Mo., than to Fort Scott, 
Kan., granted; March 28, p. 607. 

eight Bills; in the matter of freight 
bills; case No. 5518 (29 I. C. C., 496- 
199): form of freight bill approved by 
shippers and carriers in conference 
with representatives of the Commis- 
sion approved and use by carriers 
recommended; March 7, p. 466. 


‘uit, green, rates on; I. and S. 300 
(29 I. Cc. C., 650-652): submitted Dec. 
11. 1913; decided March 9, 1914. Can- 


ellation of through routes and joint 
rates on green fruit from points on 
the Oregon Short Line R. R. to des- 
tinations on and east of the Missouri 
River and to a few points west of the 
river found not to have been justified. 
Decision in Lumber Rates from Oregon 
ind Washington to Eastern Points, 


Gasoline Engines and Windmills; 


Gateways open and closed 


Grain. 


Grain. 


29 I. 
p. 613. 

Fruits and Vegetables; in the matter of 
rates on fruits and vegetables between 
points in California and points in 
Nevada and Arizona and other points; 
I. and 8S. 285 (30 I. C. C., 56-70). (1) 
Proposed increases in the classification 
ratings on carload and less-than-car- 
load shipments of fresh fruits and 
vegetables between points in Califor- 
nia and points in Nevada, Arizona and 
other states not justified. (2) Com- 
modity rates to Arizona points estab- 
lished after the order of suspension 
which are on the basis of, or lower 
than, the class rates in effect at the 
time of the filing of the suspended 
schedule, permitted to remain; April 
25, p. 798. 

Gadow, William F., vs. C., St. P., M., 
& O. Ry. Co. et al; case No. 5984 
(29 I. C. C., 457-458); submitted Sept. 
24, 1983; decided Feb. 3, 1914. With- 
drawal by defendants of transfer priv- 
ilege on grain at Barton, Wis., pend- 
ing complainant’s refusal to permit 
inspection of his transit accounts at 
that point, found to have been in har- 


Cc. C., 609, followed; March 28, 


mony with the tariff requirements, 
and not unreasonable or otherwise 
unlawful. Complaint dismissed; Feb. 
28, p. 425. 


rates 
in mixed carloads from Eastern points 
to California and other states (29 
I. C. C., 643-645); submitted Jan. 21, 
1914; decided March 2, 1914. Pro- 
posed tariffs which eliminate the in- 
clusion of gasoline engines with wind- 
mills in mixed carload shipments not 
found to be unreasonable. Order sus- 
pending operation of tariffs vacated; 
March 28, p. 612. 

mi. ¢,; 
609-619); submitted Oct. 11, 1913; de- 
cided Feb. 9, 1914. (1) The proposed 
closing of the Wallula gateway to 
shipments of wool from local points 
on the lines of the Oregon-Washing- 
ton R. R. & Navigation Co. to the 
East over the Northern Pacific found 
upon the facts of record not to in- 
volve any unreasonable consequences 
and the order of suspension is there- 
fore vacated. (2) The closing of the 
Spokane, Silver Bow and Butte gate- 
ways to shipments of lumber orig- 
inating on other lines and destined to 
points of consumption on the lines 
of the Union Pacific system not sus- 
tained by the facts shown of record, 
and the order of suspension is there- 
fore made permanent. (3) The can- 


cellation of through routes and joint 
rates by way of the Colorado gate- 
ways upon general traffic between 


points on the lines of 
Washington R. R. & 


the Oregon- 
Navigation Co. 


and the Missouri River and points 
east thereof held not to have been 
justified of record, and the order of 


suspension is therefore made perma- 
nent. (4) The traffic and tariff ar- 
rangements of the Chicago, Milwaukee 
& St. Paul and the Great Northern 
with certain Puget Sound boat lines 
serving particular mills criticised and 
condemned; Mch. 21, p. 574. 

In the matter of rates on grain 
and grain products from E. St. Louis 
and other stations to Eastern points; 
I. and S. 298 (30 IL. C. C., 16-18); 
(1) Proposed withdrawal of propor- 
tional rates on grain and grain prod- 
ucts moving by way of the Illinois 
Central from St. Louis, Mo., and East 
St. Louis and Madison, Ill., to East- 
ern Trunk Line Territory held to be 
justified. Order of suspension va- 
cated. (2) For reasons stated in the 
report the denial of milling in transit 
at Marine, Il., does not appear to in- 
volve anv undue discrimination; April 
18, p. 736. 

In the matter of rates on grain 
and grain products to Texarkana, 
Ark.; I. and S. 325 (29 I. C. C., 35-87): 
submitted Dec. 4, 1913; decided Jan 
12, 1914. Following the attempted 
eancellation of proportional rates on 
grain and grain products from certain 
interior milling points in southern 
Illinois to Texas points, respondents 
herein sought to withdraw propor- 
tional rates from interior milling 
points in southern [linois and south- 
eastern Missouri to Texarkana, Ark. 
The proportional rates to Texas hav- 
ing been restored and the present rec- 
ord suggesting no reason for inde- 
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pendent treatment of the rates to 
Texarkana or for different action than 
was taken in the former case; Held: 
That respondents have not borne the 
burden of proof and that the sus- 
pended schedule should be canceled; 
Jan, 31, p. 210. 

Grain. In the matter of break-bulk 
rates on grain and grain products 
from Milwaukee, Manitowoc and Ke- 
waunee to Boston, New York, Phila- 
delphia, Baltimore and other points; 
I. and §. 174 (30 L C. C., 357-363). 
On the record as presented at the re- 
hearing, proposed increased break- 
bulk rates, domestic and export, on 
grain and grain products from Mil- 
waukee, Manitowoc and Kewaunee, 
Wis., to points in trunk line territory 
east of Niagara frontier, found to 
have been justified. The order of the 
Commission in the original case is va- 
cated; May 30, p. 1096. 

Grain. In the matter of rates to Pitts- 
burgh; I. and S. 324 (30 I. C. C., 382- 
384). Proposed increase in rates on 
ex-lake grain from Buffalo, N. Y., to 
Pittsburgh, Pa., and points taking the 
Same rates not found to have been 
justified. Tariffs naming the _ in- 
creased rates required to be canceled; 
May 30, p. 1101. 

Green Bros.’ Box and Lumber Co. vs. 
Cc. & N. W. Ry. Co.; case No. 6043 (29 
I. C. C., 473-476); submitted Dec. 28, 
1913; decided Feb. 3, 1914. Rate of 
13 cents per 100 pounds for the trans- 
portation of lumber trimmings in car- 
loads from Odanah, Wis., to Rock- 
ford, IL, found to have been unrea- 
sonable to the extent that it exceeded 
10.5 cents. Reparation awarded; Feb. 
28, p. 429. 


Hammerschmidt & Franzen Co. vs. C. 


& N. W. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5822 
(30 I. C. C., 71-84); coal rate to Elm- 
hurst; April 25, p. 804. 

George A., & Co. vs. C. M. & 
St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 4817 
(30 I. C. C., 98-102). (1) The original 
report herein, 26 I. C. C., 112, declared 
unreasonable and unjustly discrimi- 
natory rates on fresh meat and pack- 
ing-house products from _ Austin, 
Minn., to Chicago, Ill., prescribed rea- 
sonable rates for the future, and 
awarded reparation. On rehearing, 
granted on petition of complainant, 
the finding is modified and award of 
reparation affirmed. (2) Upon inter- 
vening petition of Swift & Co., located 
at South St. .Paul, and of various car- 
riers, rate on similar commodities be- 
tween that point and Chicago consid- 
ered; Held: That rate of 20c on fresh 
meat and packing-house products from 
South St. Paul, Minn., to Chicago, II1., 
unjustly discriminates against South 
St. Paul in favor of Austin, and simi- 
lar charges ordered established. Mere 
proof of specific shipments made, and 
the freight paid, and the amount for 
which reparation is sought does not 
make out a prima facie case when dis- 
crimination in rate or service is basis 
of the complaint. Reparation to in- 
tervener is denied; May 9, p. 896. 


Hughes Creek Coal Co. et al. vs. K. & 


M. Ry. Co. et al. (case No. 5558) and 


Kelly’s Creek Colliery Co. et al. vs. 
Same (sub. No. 1) (29 I. C. C., 671- 
681); for through routes and joint 


652. 

Southern Ry. Co. 
et al.; case No. 5737 (28 I. C. C., 619- 
620); submitted June 27, 1913: decided 
Dec. 4, 1913; charge collected by de- 
fendants for transportation of carload 
of buggies from Dallas to Savannah, 
not shown to have been unreasonable: 
complaint dismissed; June 17, p. 101. 


rates; April 4, p. 
Vehicle Co. vs. 


Industrial Railways Case; in the matter 


of allowances to short lines of rail- 
roads serving industries: case No. 
4181; submitted Feb. 28, 1913; decided 
Jan. 20, 1914. (1) Upon the evidence 
and testimony adduced of record here- 
in, it is Held: That’ the service by 
line carriers in official classification 
territory beyond a reasonably conven- 
ient point of interchange, between 
their rails and the tracks of industries 
with plant railways, is a_ shippers’ 
service, a part of the industrial op- 
erations of the plant, and not a serv- 
ice of transportation; and that the 
performance of such services by the 
line carriers without charge in addi- 
tion to the rate, and the allowances 
paid by them therefor to industries, or 
their plant railways, for performing 
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the service for themselves, are unlaw- 
ful rebates, in fact and in effect, and 
give undue and unreasonable prefer- 
ences and advantages to the indus- 
tries so favored and work undue and 
unreasonable prejudice and disadvan- 
tage to shippers in the same line of 
business who do not receive any such 
allowances and who do not receive 
the benefit of any such services. (2) 
Upon the evidence and testimony ad- 
duced of record herein, it is further 
Held: That the admission of indus- 
trial lines to the benefit of the modi- 
fied per diem agreement results in 
many cases in a substantial addition 
to their revenues that accrues directly 
to the benefit of the industry and is 
an undue, unreasonable and unlawful 
preference and advantage to the in- 
dustry. (3) It is further Held: That 
the delivery of a car by a line carrier 
upon the interchange track is a deliv- 
ery to the industry itself, and that 
the elimination of demurrage, unde! 
the present practices of the line car- 
riers, as a transportation charge 
against industries with plant railways 
claiming to be common carriers, re- 
sults in undue, unreasonable and un- 
lawful preferences and advantages to 
such industries and works an undue, 
unreasonable and unlawful prejudice 
and disadvantage to shippers not en- 
joying the benefit of such arrange- 
ments; Jan, 31, p. 218. 

Internationa! Agricultural Corporation 
vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
3920 (29 | ‘ C., 391-396); dee ided 
Jan. 12, 1914. (1) In awarding repa- 
ration the Commission never attempts 
to determine, in cases like this, in 
what proportion payment should be 
made by the various carriers partici- 
pating in the transportation, but 
awards for a gross sum against all 
the carriers (2) If a consignor brings 
complaint alleging that a given rate 
is unreasonable and asking for repa- 
ration with respect to a shipment 
specified, and if upon hearing the 
Commission finds that the rate is un- 
reasonable and that reparation should 
be awarded with respect to the ship- 
ment in question, but that the freight 
money was paid by the consignee and 
not by the complainant, more than 
two years having elapsed, no recovery 
of reparation can be had by such con- 
signee. (3) Rate of $3.25 per ton on 
sulphuric acid in carloads from Cop- 
perhill, Tenn., to Savannah, Ga., was 
reasonable at the time defendants 
were exacting $7.50 per ton, and repa- 
ration should be awarded accordingly. 
(4) If carriers actually collect charges 
to which they are not entitled, they 
should pay interest for the use as well 
as refund the principal itself; Feb. 21, 
p. 368. 

Iowa, Board of Railroad Commissioners 
of the State of. vs. C. R. L & P. Ry. 
Co, et al.; case No. 5700 (29 L C. C., 
396-404); submitted Nov. 8, 1913; de- 
cided Jan. 12, 1914. (1) Complaint is 
made that cars for the transportation 
of grain are distributed at stations 
and between shippers at _ stations 
throughout the state of lowa during 
periods of car shortage upon an in- 
equitable basis. Some shippers are 
satisfied with the continuance of the 
present practice, which distributes 
ears, generally speaking, equally be- 
tween shippers for business in sight 
ready for shipment, combining in the 
plan the effort to keep all elevators at 
a station open for business by giving 
to the closed elevator such reasonable 
preference in cars as may tend to ac- 
complish that purpose. Other ship- 
pers who are shareholders in co-op- 
eratively run elevators advocate the 
substitution for the present practice of 
a rule which will distribute cars be- 
tween shippers or elevators according 
to their comparative past volume of 
business over a given period; Held: 
That the situation is one that cannot 
be dealt with by any fixed, arbitrary 
and inelastic regulation and that the 
decision must, in the nature of the 
case, finally rest in the exercise of a 
sound discretion in the station agent 
as to what is right and proper under 
the circumstances of each case. (2) 
Distinction drawn between the distri- 
bution of cars for this grain traffic 
and the apportionment of cars for 
coal under fixed mine ratings; Feb. 
21, p. 370. 


lo 


lowa, State of, et al. vs. Chicago, St. P. 


Minneapolis & Omaha Ry. Co. et al. 
(case No. 3464); and Same ys. N. Y. 
Cc. & H. R. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
3465 (29 L C. C., 536-538); decided 
Jan. 13, 1914. The schedule of pro- 
portional class rates submitted by the 
defendant carriers, under the findings 
of our original report herein, 28 I. C. 
C., 64, for application west of the Mis- 
sissippi River on traffic moving be- 
tween interior Iowa cities and points 
east of the Indiana-Illinois state line, 
approved; March 21, p. 554. 

wa, State of, et al. vs. Atchison, To- 
peka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; case 
No. 4424 (29 1. C. C., 530-535); decided 
Jan. 13, 1914. Under the findings of 
the original report herein, 28 L C. C., 
17, class rates between trunk line and 
central freight association territories 
and the upper Mississippi River cross- 
ings are fixed for the future, and the 
basis for the present adjustment of 
commodity rates is indicated. Same 
appearances as in the original report; 
March 21, p. 552. 


lowa State Board of Railroad Commis- 


sioners vs. Arizona Eastern R, R. Co, 
et al.; case No. 5241 (28 I. C. C., 563- 
568); submitted Oct. 17, 1913; decided 
Dec. 1, 1913. (1) Defendant expected 
to establish rates between certain 
lowa stations, according as they fall 
within the prescribed zones, and Colo- 
rado and Utah common points, on or 
before April 1, 1914 (2) Mileage rates 
proposed in original report adhered to 
except that they should not apply to 
southern Kansas, and that mileage 
rates for Class A should be somewhat 
higher than from Class 5. (3) Certain 
arbitraries over the one-line haul pre- 
scribed in case of two-line haul; Jan. 
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‘on and Steel. In the matter of rates 


on iron and steel articles between Chi- 
cago, St. Louis, St. Paul and other 
points, and Des Moines, Sioux City, 
Sioux Falls and other points: I. and 
S. 287 (30 I. C. C., 337-340). Proposed 
rates on iron and steel articles from 
the Mississippi River and Chicago to 
points in eastern lowa, and on scrap 
iron from Omaha, Neb., Sioux City, 
la., and Sioux Falls, S. D., to St. Paul, 
Minn., found to be justified and orders 
suspending their operation vacated; 
May 23, p. 1048. 


Judd & Detwiler, Inc., vs. B. & O. R. R. 


Co. et al case No. 6052 (30 I. C. C., 
455-460). On the facts of record Mer- 
chants’ & Mfrs.’ Assn. vs. B. & O. R. 
R. Co., ante, page 388; Held: (1) That 
defendants were warranted in their 
withdrawal of store-door delivery at 
Washington, D. C., which, with cer- 
tain exceptions embrace the first four 
classes of freight from defined eastern 
and New England territory. (2) That 
complainant’s allegations in other re- 
spects are not sustained. Complaint 
dismissed; June 6, p. 1168. 


Lake Superior Paper Co., Ltd., vs. D. 


S. S. & A. Ry. Co: et al.; Same vs. 
Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste 
Marie Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5777 
(30 I. C. C., 403-414). (1) Complainant 
alleges that the rates on news print 
paper in carloads from the Soo, Ont., 
to destinations in Michigan, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Indiana, [Illinois and 
Missouri are unjust, unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory; comparisons 
are made with rates from points in 
Wisconsin, Minnesota, New York, New 
Hampshire, Maine, Quebec and On- 
tario; Held: That the rates from the 
Soo to the Ohio, Pennsylvania and 
Michigan destinations named in the 
complaint are unjust, unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory in so far 
as they exceed those at present pre- 
vailing from the Fox River group in 
Wisconsin; and that the rates to the 
Illinois destinations and to St. Louis 
are unreasonable in so far as they ex- 
ceed by more than 5 cents the rates 
at present in effect from the Fox 
River group. (2) The rates from the 
Soo to Indiana destinations are not 
out of harmony with those from the 
Wisconsin groups. (3) No reparation 
awarded except as to shipments from 
the Soo to Chicago, upon which a 
charge in excess of l6c per 100 pounds 
was collected; June 6, p. 1149. 


Lee, George M., vs. St. Louis South- 


western Ry. Co.; case No, 5594 (29 I. 
c. C., 101-103): submitted June 14, 
1913; decided Jan. 6, 1914. Charges 


collected by defendant for the trans- 
portation of a mixed carload of hogs 
and cattle from Bradley, Ark., to East 
St. Louis, lll, found unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded; Feb. 7, p. 276. 


Logs. In the matter of Duluth, Minne- 


sota, log rates; lL. and S. 260 (29 L. C. 
C., 420-423); submitted Dec. 1, 1913; 
decided Feb. 9%, 1914: Proposed in- 
creased rates on logs from points in 
Minnesota on the main line of the 
Great Northern Ry. to Superior, Wis., 
not justified. Increase justified in 
part on the strength of decision in 
pulp and Paper Mfrs.’ Traffic Assn. 
vs. C. 2M & &. P: By. Ca, 7 1L-C. C., 
83, but subject to further considera- 
tion if, in a proceeding now pending, 
the decision in that case is modified; 
Feb. 21, p. 377. 


Lombard brick and Tile Co. et al. vs. 


Cc. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 
5912 (30 I. C. C., 84-88). Following 
Hammerschmidt & Franzen Co. ys. C. 
& N. W. Ry. Co., ante, page 71; Held: 
That defendants’ rates for the through 
transportation of coal and coke from 
points east of the Ilinois-Indiana 
state line to Lombard, Glen Ellyn, 
Wheaton and West Chicago, IIL, are 
unduly prejudicial to those points and 
unduly preferential to Chicago and 
Proviso, Ill, in the amounts stated 
herein; May 2, p. 844. 


Ludowici-Celadon Co, vs. Atlantic Coast 


Line R. R. Co.; case No. 5747 (29 I. 
C. C., 693-696); submitted Oct. 5, 1913; 
decided Dec i, F9as Defendant’s 
rule providing that agents shall de- 
cline to receive shipments of freight 
‘to order.’’ with directions to notify 
parties elsewhere than at destination 
points, not found to be unreasonable 
or otherwise in violation of the act 
except in form Rule required to be 
notified and filed with the Commis- 
sion, if it is to be continued; Jan. 24, 
p. 146. 


Lumber Rates to Knoxville, Tenn.; I 


and S. 357 (30 I. C. C., 524-527). Pro- 
posed increase of rates on lumber from 
Alabama points om Southern Ry. to 
Knoxville, Tenn., found to be reason- 
able as to some rates and unreason- 
able as to others, and order of sus- 
pension vacated in part; June 27, p. 
1288, 


Lumber. In the matter of California- 


Colorado rates: I. and 8S. 241 (30 L. C. 
C., 461-464). From the facts of record 
herein it appears that the respondents 
have justified the increase in rates in 
question. As the Southern Pacific 
rates have already become effective, 
no order will be made as to that car- 
rier; but as the Santa Fe rates are 
still under suspension, an order of 
vacation will be issued; June 13, p 
1200. 


Lumber. In the matter of rates on 


lumber and other forest products from 
points in Arkansas and other states 
to points in lowa, Minnesota and other 
states; I. and S. 299 (30 I. C. C., 371- 
373). (1) Proposed increased rates, 
resulting from disagreement between 
carriers as to divisions, found not to 
have been justified. (2) The estab- 
lishment of divisions is a continuing 
power, supplemental] to the establish- 
ment of joint rates and dependent 
upon carriers’ failure to agree upon 
the proportions thereof to be received 
by each; May 23, p. 1058. 


Lumber. In the matter of lumber rates 


from North Pacific coast points; I. 
and S. 330 (30 I. C. C., 111-114). The 
proposed cancellation of through rates 
on lumber and other forest products 
from points on the lines of the Ore- 
gon-Washington R. R. & Navigation 
Co. to points on or east of the Mis- 
souri River via Plummer, Idaho, in 
connection with the Chicago, Milwau- 
kee & St. Paul Ry., not found unrea- 
sonable. The respondents will be ex- 
pected to so amend their tariffs as to 
maintain through rates via the Plum- 
mer gateway to points to which such 
rates are now lower than those appli- 
cable via the route through Council 
Bluffs, Ia., after which the order of 
suspension will be vacated; May 39, 
p. 898. 


Lumber. In the matter of lumber rates’ 


to Chattanooga; I. and S. 275 (29 I. C. 
C., 646-649); submitted Feb. 25, 1914; 
decided March 38, 1914. Proposed in- 
creased rates on lumber from points in 
Alabama and Georgia and on shingles 
from Sulphur Springs, Ga., to Chatta- 
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nooga, Tenn., found unreasonable and 
present rates required to be main- 
tained for the future; April 4, p. 648. 
Lumber. In the matter of lumber rates 
from Cairo and Thebes, IIL, and other 
points to stations in Illinois and Fort 
Madison, Ia.; I, and §S. 283 (29 1. C. C., 
38-40); submitted Nov. 17, 1913; de- 
cided Jan. 5, 1914. Cancellation of 
through routes involving a three-line 
haul in favor of other two-line routes 
between the same points under the 
same rates justified, and upon- the 
facts shown of record and described 
in the report found not to be preju- 
dicial to shippers; Jan. 31, p. 211. 
Lumber. In the matter of lumber rates 
from points in Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Missouri, Oklahoma and Texas and 
Memphis, Tenn., to points in lowa and 
other states; I. and S. 282 (28 I. C. C., 
1-17); submitted Dec. 10, 1913; decided 
Jan. 5, 1914. Proposed increased rates 
on lumber from southwestern points 
in northern states found to have been 
justified and order of suspension va- 
cated except as to rates on yellow 
pine and hardwood lumber to Sioux 
City, Iowa, when from points on the 
Kansas City Southern and St. Louis 
& San Francisco railroads; Jan. 24, p. 
Maier, B., & Co. vs. Southern Pacific 
Co case No. 5120 (29 IC. C., 103- 
105); Fourth Section Applications 1118 


7 and 1161; submitted May 31, 1913; de- 
4 cided Jan. 6, 1914. Rate of 90 cents 
per 100 pounds for the transportation 
; of sugar in carloads from Los Angeles, 
Cal., to Boston, Ariz., found unrea- 


sonable and in violation of the fourth 
section of the act, as amended June 
18, 1910. Application for relief from 
the provisions of the fourth section of 
|! the act denied; Feb. 7, p. 277. 
¥ Malt. In the matter of rates to Texas 
points; I. and §S,. 359 (30 I. C. C., 385- 
387). Proposed rates involving an in- 
crease of 4c per 100 pounds on malt 
in carloads from Chicago, Ill, and 
points in Wisconsin and Missouri, to 
: destinations in Texas, not justified; 
- May 30, p. 1102. 


; Marble In the matter of marble rates 
» from Vermont points; I. and S. 335 
(29 I. C. C., 607-608); submitted Jan 

31, 1914: decided March 3, 1914. (1) 

Suspended tariff cancels joint rate on 

marble from Rutland R. R. stations to 

New York, routed White Creek, N. Y., 

Troy, N. Y., via Boston & Maine and 

New York City via Murray's Line. 

The respondent Rutland R. R. Co. has 

in effect a joint rate from stations on 

its line to New York City via Chat- 

ham and New York Central & Hudson 

River R. R. This latter route gives 

this respondent approximately fifty- 

nine miles additional haul with a 

through route as direct as route un- 

der the canceled tariff, and rate is the 

7 same for either route. (2) If a rail- 
road has traffic in its possession, it 


shall be allowed to handle it by its 

own line as far as it_can unless the 

public interest will suffer thereby. 

(Waverly Oil Works vs. P. R. R. Co., 

28 I. Cc. C., 621.) ¢3) Respondent Rut- 

land R. R. Co. is well within its rights 

in canceling the joint rate over the 

; route by which it receives the shorter 
; haul; March 28, p. 602. 

Marshall Oil Co. of lowa vs. Chicago 

Great Western R. R. Co. et al.; case 

No. 5280 (28 I. C. C., 707-709); sub- 


mitted July 24, 1913; decided Dec, 3, 


1913. Rate of 22c per 100 pounds for 
the transportation of petroleum and 
t its products from Marshalltown, Ia., 


to Kansas City, Mo., found unreason- 

able to the extent that it exceeds 17c. 

Reparation awarded; Jan. 24, p. 150. 

e 4 Memphis Freight Bureau, for Memphis 
Rice Mills, vs. Illinois Central R. R. 
Co. et al.; case No. 5475 (30 I. C. C., 
471-476). From Memphis, Tenn., to 
the Ohio River and beyond the only 
rates in effect on rice are the class 
rates, while from milling points in 
Louisiana, Texas and arkansas com- 
modity rates are in effect, all of these 
rates being lower than those applica- 
ble to intermediate points. The car- 
riers are willing to establish from 
Memphis to the crossings and points 
© beyond, rates on clean rice lower by 
; 5e and on brewers’ rice by from ic to 
3c per 100 pounds than the current 
rates from New Orleans, La., but ask 
authority to do so without regard to 
increase of discrimination against in- 
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termediate points. Upon prayer for 
the establishment of such diXerentials 
in favor of Memphis of 9c on clean 
and 5c on brewers’ rice; Held: That 
the existing rates subject Memphis to 
undue prejudice and disadvantage and 
that the relationship proposed by the 
carriers will result in the elimination 
thereof, but authority not granted to 
increase discrimination against inter- 
mediate points, the carriers being ex- 
pected either to make _ reductions 
thereto or to publish the rates pro- 
posed by them subject to Rule 77 of 
Tariff Circular 18A; June 13, p. 1203. 

Mercantile Lumber and Supply Co. vs. 
St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. et 
al.; case No, 5128 (28 I. C. C., 701-703); 
submitted Dec. 20, 1912; decided Dec. 
3, 1913. There was no _ published 
through rate for the transportation of 
hewn oak ties from Catron, Mo., to 
Chicago, Ill. Charges assessed, based 
on the sum of the intermediate rates, 
one factor of which was not on file 
with the Commission, found to have 
been unreasonable. Reparation 
awarded; Jan. 24, p. 148, 

Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Associa- 
tion vs. Central R. R. Co. of N. J. et 


al.; case No. 6028 (30 L. C. C., 396- 
402). (1) Prayer for through route 
and joint rates from Jersey City and 
New York to Baltimore, over a cir- 


Gettysburg, 

view of the existing 
routes with joint rates by more di- 
rect lines. (2) Class rates for the 
transportation of freight from Brills, 
N. J., and Philadelphia, Pa., to Balti- 
more, through Gettysburg, not found 
to be unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
June 6, p. 1147. 

Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Assn. 
vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
6054 (30 I. C. C., 388-396). For many 
years defendants maintained at Balti- 
more, Md., a store-door pick-up and 
delivery service, which, except as to 
certain specified articles, embraced 
the first three classes of freight from 
defined eastern and New England ter- 
ritory. September 1, 1913, this serv- 
ice was withdrawn without change in 
the transportation rates, and the gen- 
erally prevailing method of station de- 
livery has since obtained. Complain- 
ant alleges that because of the dis- 
continuance of store-door delivery, 
and for other reasons, the class rates 
between the points referred to and 
Baltimore are unreasonable, unjustly 
discriminatory and unduly prejudicial. 
Reparation is asked from September 1, 


cirtous route through 


Pa., denied in 


1913. Upon the facts of record, Held: 
(1) That defendants were warranted 
in the discontinuance of store-door 


delivery. (2) That the allegations of 
the complainants in other respects are 
not sustained Complaint dismissed; 
June 6, p. 1143. 

Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Assn. 
vs. Cape Charles R. R. Co. et al; 
case No. 5840 (30 IL. C. C., 29-31); sub- 
mitted Feb. 16, 1914; decided March 9, 
1914. Rates of $2.50 per net ton in 
carloads and $5.70 per net ton in less 


than carloads on shipments of ferti- 
lizer from Baltimore, Md., to Kipto- 
peke, Va., found to be unreasonable 


to the extent that they exceed $2.10 
and $3.50 respectively; April 11, p. 697. 

Meridian Fertilizer Factory vs. L. & 
N. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 6138 (30 
Sc. 494-497). Rate of $3.56 per 
net ton for the transportation of phos- 
phate rock from Mount Pleasant and 
Centerville, Tenn., to Shreveport, La., 
not found to be unreasonable or un- 
duly prejudicial. Complaint dismissed; 
June 20, p. 1240. 

Metropolis Commercial Club vs. I. C. 
R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 6127 (30 I. 
Cc. C., 40-44): rates on lumber and 
logs; April 25, p. 792. 

Michigan Seating Co. vs. Grand Trunk 
Western Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5511 
(29 TIT. Cc. C., 123-124): submitted Sept. 
22, 1913; decided Jan. 6, 1914. Defend- 
ants’ rating of three times first class 
applicable to shipments of fiber fur- 


niture in less than carloads from 
Jackson, Mich., to points in other 
states where rates are goverend by 


the official classification found unreas- 
onable and rating of double first class 
prescribed for future; Feb. 7, p. 285. 
Milk: in the matter of condensed milk 
rates between points in Illinois and 
Wisconsin; I. and S. No. 272 (29 I. C. 


C., 43-44); submitted Sept. 19, 1913; 
decided Jan. 5, 1914. Suspended tariff 
publishing rates on condensed milk 
between points in Illinois and Wiscon- 
sin held to work an unjust discrimi- 
nation in violation of the act to regu- 
late commerce, prejudicial to pro- 
testant and others shipping condensed 
milk in barrels, half barrels or kegs; 
the suspended tariff should be _ so 
amended as to include milk so packed 
under the commodity rate on milk in 
cans, boxed; Feb. 7, p. 264. 

Miller, David E., vs. Atlantic Coast Line 


R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 5403 (29 I. 
C. C., 526-529); submitted May 5, 1913; 


decided Feb. 9, 1914. Defendants’ tariff 
provides that they will not redeem 
any form of passenger transportation 
which has been mislaid, lost, destroyed 
or stolen, and that requests for re- 
demption of unused passenger tickets 
will be honored only when such re- 
quests are acompanied by the unused 
transportation. Held: That these con- 
ditions are not unreasonable; March 
21, p. 561. 

Minneapolis Brewing Co. et al. vs. Atch- 
ison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et 
al.; case No, 5711 (28 I. C. C., 688-693); 
submitted Oct. 25, 1913; decided Dec. 
1, 1913. Upon the facts of record in 
this case the minimum charge rule of 
earriers parties to western trunk line 
circulars, in its application to ship- 
ments of returned empty beer pack- 
ages not found to be unreasonable; 
Jan. 31, p. 207. 

Molasses; in the matter of molasses 
rates from Mobile, Ala.; Il. and S. 329 
(28 I. C. C., 666-672); submitted Dec. 
10, 1913; decided Jan. 5, 1914. Pro- 
posed rate of 15c per 100 pounds on 
imported black strap molasses from 
Mobile to East St. Louis and St. Louis 
not having been shown to be in vio- 
lation of section 3, the suspension of 
that rate will be vacated on its re- 
publication in form suggested by Com- 
mission; Jan. 17, p. 110. 

Moore, Lucas E., Stave Co., vs Southern 
Ry. Co. et 4l.; case No. 6299 (30 I. C. 
C., 105-107). Subsequent to the filing 
of the complaint, which challenges the 
reasonableness of the rates on staves 
and heading from Columbus, Miss., to 
twenty-five points of destination in 


the southeast, the defendants have 
filed tariffs, effective May 1, 1914, 
making reductions to a majority of 


the points involved. Said rates, which 
are on substantially the same basis as 
those applicable from Meridian, Miss., 
and Decatur, Ala., not found to be 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory; May 2, p. 846. 

Morris, Johnson, Brown Mfg. Co. vs. 
I. C. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 5315 
(30 I. C. C., 448-445). Carload rates 
on excelsior from Dubuque, Ia., to 
Chicago and Peoria, Ill., and St. Louis, 
Mo., not found te be unreasonable or 


unjustly discriminatory, but rates 
from Dubuque to Missouri River 
points held to be unreasonable, and 


reasonable rates for the future pre- 
scribed; June 6, p. 1164. 

Movables; in the matter of emigrant 
movables to South Dakota; I. and S. 
291 (29 I. C. C., 40-429; submitted Nov. 
15, 1913; decided Jan. 5, 1914. Pro- 
posed increased rates on emigrant 
movables from Chicago, Ill., St. Paul, 
Minn., and other points to points in 
South Dakota, held not to be unrea- 
sonable, but this case held open to 
permit carriers to remove certain dis- 
crimination found to exist in connec- 
tion with rates on emigrant movables 
to eastern South Dakota and eastern 
Nebraska; Feb. 14, p. 307. 

National Syrup Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case No. 5387 (28 I. C. C., 
673-676); submitted May 10, 1913; de- 
cided Dec. 2, 1913. Rate on glucose 
of 23%c per 100 pounds from Chicago 
to St. Joseph, Mo., found unreasonable 
and rate of 18%c prescribed; Jan. 17, 
p. 113. 

National Wool Growers’ Assn. vs. Ore- 
gon Short Line R. R. Co. et al. (See 
Wool). 

Newmark Grain Co. et al. vs. S. P. Co. 
et al.; case No. 6463 (30 I. C. C., 4381- 
433). Privilege of storage in transit 
for grain denied where it appears that 
like privileges are not granted by the 
defendants elsewhere in that territory 
and the necessity for storage at the 
point in question primarily grows out 
of domestic disturbances in the neigh- 
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boring country of origin; June 6, p. 
1160. 


New Orleans; in the matter of New 


Orleans storage rules and regulations; 
I. and S. No. 281 (28 L. C. C., 605-607); 
submitted Nov. 14, 1913; decided Dec. 
1, 1913. (1) Respondents’ reduction of 
free storage time at freight sheds in 
New Orleans from 96 to 72 hours on 
commodities specified, except hay, is 
justified. (2) Respondent’s increases 
in storage charges after expiration of 
free time not excessive and are justi- 
fied. (3) In computing free storage 
time Sundays and holidays should be 
excluded, but in reckoning the storage 
period after the expiration of free 
time Sundays and holidays may be 
included; Jan. 10, p. 52. 

New Orleans Board of Trade, Ltd., vs. 
Illinois Central R. R. Co. et al.; case 
No. 4330 (29 I. C. Q@, 32-34); sub- 
mitted May 23, 1913; decided Jan. 5, 
1914. (1) Upon failure of proof of 
damage as a result of discrimination 
found by the Commission in New Or- 
leans Board of Trade vs. I. C. R. R., 
23 I. C. C., 465, claim for reparation 
dismissed. (2) Nothing in the act to 
regulate commerce warrants a pre- 
sumption that a complainant has been 
damaged by some violation of the act. 
(3) Mere proof of specific shipments 
made and the amount for which repa- 
ration is sought does not make out a 
prima facie case when a discrimina- 
tion in rate or service is the basis of 
complaint. (4) The fact of damage as 
well as the amount of damages 
claimed must be established and that 
by such evidentiary facts as would 
be required to sustain such a recov- 
ery before a court of law; Jan. 24, p. 
162. 

New York Exchange Assn. vs. Lehigh 
Valley R. R. Co.; case No. 5524 (29 I. 
Cc. C., 90-93); submitted Dec. 6, 1913; 
decided Jan. 6, 1914. (1) unlawful de- 
murrage charges found to have been 
assessed upon certain carload ship- 
ments of hay held by defendant at 
Jersey City, N. J. (2) Embargo no- 
tices of the kind here in question 
should be posted at the terminal to 
which they apply; Feb. 7, p. 275. 

New York State Shippers’ Protective 
Association vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. R. 
R. Co. et al.; case No. 5506 (30 L. C. 
C., 487-442). Upon the facts set forth 
in the report, and following the au- 
thorities cited therein, this complaint, 
which brings in issue the lawfulness 
of defendant's rules and practices with 
respect to car fittings, is dismissed; 
June 6, p. 1162. 

Norcross Bros. Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. 
Co. et al.; case No. 4189 (29 I. C. C., 
109-113); submitted May 19, 1913; de- 
cided Jan. 12, 1914. (1) Shipment 
billed as finished marble, agreed to 
be of value of 40c per cubic foot, and 
upon which there was assessed a rate 
of 36%c per 100 pounds, applicable on 
that commodity at the agreed value 
stated, found to be sand-rubbed mar- 
ble, which in defendants’ tariffs is in- 
cluded in the description of rough 
marble and under an agreed value of 
20c per cubic foot, is entitled to a 
rate of 23%c per 100 pounds. Repara- 
tion awarded. (2) Carriers desiring to 
establish different rates on a com- 
modity, based on the values of differ- 
ent classes or kinds thereof, or de- 
pendent not upon value, but upon re- 
lease to a certain amount of the car- 
riers’ liability for loss and damage, 
should make clear the distinction. In 
the first case there should be provision 
in the tariffs for statement in the bill 
of lading of the true value of the com- 
modity, - misstatement as to which 
would be a misdescription of the arti- 
cle shipped, and in the latter for exer- 
cise of choice of rates, by means of a 
statement in the bill of lading, signed 
by the shipper, specifying a value 
stated in the tariffs at which it is de- 
sired to ship; Feb. 7, p. 280. 

Norman Lumber Co. et al. vs. Louis- 
ville & Nashville Railroad Co. et al. 
(Ohio River Bridge Tolls); case No. 
5375 (29 I. C. C., 565-582); March 21, 
p. 565. 

Ohio Iron & Metal Co. vs. Chicago, Mil- 
waukee & St. Paul Ry. Co. et al; 
case No. 6282 (28 I. C. C., 73-706); 
submitted June 24, 1913; decided Dec. 
3, 1913. Certain demurrage and other 
charges incident to the transportation 
of two carloads of scrap iron from 


Milwaukee, Wis., to Portsmouth, Ohio, 
found not to have been due to mis- 
routing by defendants, or otherwise 
in violation of law. Complaint dis- 
missed; Jan. 24, p. 148. 

Oklahoma Traffic Association vs. At- 
chison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. 
et al.; case No. 4701 (29 I. C. C., 129- 
135); submitted Jan. 17, 1913; decided 
Jan. 5, 1914. Rates on iron and steel 
articles in carloads from Pittsburgh, 
Pa., and Chicago, IIL, Birmingham, 
Ala., and points taking the same rates. 
to Oklahoma City, Okla., found un- 
duly discriminatory and unjustly pre- 
judicial with respect to rates on the 
same articles to other points in the 
state of Oklahoma; Feb. 14, p. 310. 

Omaha Grain Exchange vs. Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co.; case No. 
5218 (28 L. C. C., 664-665); submitted 
July 25, 1913; decided Dec. 8, 1913. It 
appearing that certain irregularities 
and discriminations alleged to exist in 
connection with the ownership and op- 
eration of grain elevators by the car- 
riers serving Kansas City have been 
removed since the present complaint 
was filed; upon motion of defendants, 
concurred in by complainant, who is 
satisfied with the proposed basis of 
future operation by lease, details of 
which have been filed with the Com- 
mission, complaint dismissed without 
prejudice to any future investigation 
by the Commission into any or all 
phases of these matters either upon 
its own motion or upon complaint; 
Jan. 17, p. 1122. 

Omaha Grain Exchange ys. Chicago, 
tock Island & Pacific Ry. Co.; case 
No. 5655 (28 I. C. C., 680-687); submit- 
ted Oct. 16, 1913; decided Jan. 5, 1914. 
(1) Upon complaint against one car- 
reir and against the rates on grain from 
Omaha, Neb., to certain of its stations 
in Oklahoma; Held: That the Com- 
mission will not fix a uniform differ- 
ential basis, Omaha over Kansas City, 
to all Oklahoma destinations. (2) Spe- 
cific rates complained of not found to 
be unreasonable or unjustly discrimi- 
natory; Jan. 24, p. 145. 

Onions. In the matter of rates from 
Chester, Fla., and other points to 
Duane St. station, N. Y.; L and S. 
304 (30 I. C. C., 528-530). In the ef- 
fort to relieve a serious congestion of 
traffic at its Duane St. station, New 
York, N. Y., brought about by the 
manner in which onion shipments are 
handled at that station, the Erie R. R. 
is endeavoring to establish a market 
for this product at Jersey City; Held: 
That the tariffs under suspension 
should be permitted to go into effect 
and the respondent carrier be given an 
opportunity to try the experiment; 
June 27, p. 1289. 

Oregon, Railroad Commission of, vs. 
Oregon R. R. and Navigation Co. et 
al. (See Wool.) 

Pacific Coast Gypsum Co. et al. vs. Ore- 
gon-Washington R. R. and Navigation 
Co. et al.; case No. 5991 (30 I. C. C., 
135-139). Rates on lime and plaster 
from Seattle and Tacoma, Wash., to 
Portland, Ore., not fourd to be un- 
justly discriminatory, as compared 
with rates from Lime and Gypsum, 
Ore., to Portland and Puget Sound 
points, but the existence of rates east- 
bound, in some instances twice as high 
as those for substantially the same 
distances westbound, not found to be 
justified. The Oregon-Washington R. 
R. and Navigation Co. will be expected 
to revise its rates from Seattle and 
Tacoma to points on its lines east of 
Portland; May 9, p. 902. 

Pacific Creamery Co. vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Co. et al.; case No. 4981 (29 I. C. 
C., 405-410); submitted June 27, 1913: 
decided Jan. 5, 1914. (1) Present rates 
on fuel oil, refined petroleum and en- 
gine distillate from producing points 
in California, Kansas, Louisiana and 
Texas to all points in Arizona found 
unjust and unreasonable. (2) Defend- 
ants may either establish the blanket 
rates prescribed in the report or may 
divide Arizona into 50-mile zones, be- 
tween parallel lines extending north 
and south, for which rates are pre- 
scribed in the report. (3) The Pacific 
Creamery Co. was damaged on ac- 
count of unreasonable rates on fuel 
oil from California producing points to 
Creamery and Gilbert, Ariz., and leave 
is given to amend statement of ship- 
ments so as to include such as have 
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been made during pendency of these 
proceedings and up to time rate pre- 
scribed herein is made effective; Feb. 
21, p. 373. 

Packing House Products. In the matter 
of packing house products rating upon 
traffic originating at or destined to 
points in Arkansas, Louisiana and 
Oklahoma; I. and 8S, 273 (28 I. C. C., 
599-601); submitted Oct. 15, 1913; de- 
cided Dec. 1, 1913. It being proposed 
to cancel fourth class rating on cured 
meat in sacks to points in Arkansas 
from St. Louis and Kansas City and 
other packing house centers, and to 
establish the rating of second class 
earried in western classification and 
applicable generally throughout the 
southwest, in promotion of relative 
equality, both between packing house 
centers and point of destination; Held: 
That proposed change in classification 
should be permitted to become effec- 
tive; Jan. 10, p. 50. 

Packing House Products and Fresh 
Meats. In the matter of rates from 
Mason City and other points to points 
in Arkansas and Texas; IL and S§S. 295 
(30 I. C. C., 341-342). Proposed rates 
on packing house products and fresh 
meats from Mason City, Ia., and Aus- 
tin and South St. Paul, Minn., to 
Texas and Arkansas points not found 
to be justified and tariffs directed to 
be canceled; May 23, p. 1049. 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. Illinois 
Central R. R. Co. et al.; case 5897 (29 
I. C. C., 583-592); submitted Nov. 12, 
1913; decided March 3, 1914. Com- 
plainant alleges undue discrimination 
against Paducah, Ky., in favor of 
Cairo, Ill, in rates on lumber from 
Mississippi, Louisiana and that part of 
Arkansas which is south of the line 
of the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
from Memphis to Little Rock; Held: 
That: .(1) Lumber from the Missis- 
sippi Valley does not meet such com- 
petition at Cairo as would justify the 
maintenance of lower rates there than 
to Paducah from equidistant produc- 
ing points. (2) Rates to Paducah 
from substantially equidistant points 
in Mississippi and Louisiana east of 
the river should be no higher than 1 
cent below those contemporaneously 
maintained from the same points to 
Cairo. (3) Rates to Paducah from 
substantially equidistant points in 
Arkansas and Louisiana west of the 
river on the south of the line of the 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific from 
Memphis to Little Rock should be no 
higher than those contemporaneously 
maintained from the same points to 
Cairo. (4) A carrier cannot reserve 
to itself the long haul, if to do so 
works unduly to the detriment of the 
shippers. (5) Cairo is on the north 
bank of the Ohio River and it is nec- 
essary to cross the Ohio in hauling to 
Cairo from southern producing points. 
This is an additional service over and 
above that rendered in hauling to 
Paducah, which is a south-bank point. 
Carriers should either charge a bridge 
toll on traffic in both directions at 
every Ohio River crossing or not 
charge it at any crossing. Norman 
Lumber Co. vs. LL. & N. R. R. Co., 29 
I. C. C., 565; March 21, p. 579. 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. I. C. R. R. 
Co. et al.; cases Nos. 5896 and 5898 
(29 I. C. C., 593-599); submitted Nov. 
12, 1913; decided March 3, 1914. Com- 
plainant alleges that the rates on po- 
tatoes, cabbages, onions, beans and 
canned goods from points in Central 
Freight Association and Western 
Trunk Line territories to Paducah, 
Ky., are unjust, unreasonable and un- 
duly discriminatory to the extent to 
which they exceed the rates from the 
same points to Catfro, Ill.; and that 
rates on lumber from Paducah to 
points in Trunk Line, Central Freight 
Association and Western Trunk Line 
territories as compared with those 
from Cairo to same points are simi- 
larly objectionable; Held: That: (1) 
The rates on potatoes, cabbages, on- 
ions, beans and canned goods from 
points in the north to Paducah should 
not exceed those contemporaneously 
maintained from the same points to 
Cairo by more than 1 cent per 100 
pounds. (2) The rates on lumber 
from Paducah to the north should not 
exceed those maintained from Cairo to 
the same destinations by more than 1 
cent per 100 pounds. (3) Carriers 
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should either charge a bridge toll on 
traffic in both directions at every 
competitive crossing or not charge it 
at any crossing; March 28, p. 600. 

Pardee, C., Works vs. Central R. R. Co. 
of N. J. et al.; case No. 4743 (29 L. C., 
C., 500-503); submitted Oct. 1, 1912; 
decided Feb. 2, 1914. Rates on scrap 
iron and steel billets from New Eng- 
land territory to Perth Amboy not 
found to be unreasonable or unduly 
preferential; March 7, p. 467. 

Parry, Charles K., & Co. vs. P. R. R. 
Co.; case No. 5472 (29 I. C. C., 559- 
561); submitted May 10, 1913; decided 
Oct. 10, 1913. Charges collected by 
defendant for the storage of a carload 
of lumber at Camden, N. J., not found 
to have been unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
March 21, p. 560. 

Passes. In the matter of the issuance 
and use of passes, franks and free 
passenger service (Montana pass situ- 
ation); case No. 4662 (29 I. C. C., 411- 
413); decided Feb. 2, 1914. Certain 
practices of the Montana carriers in- 
specting free passes criticized and 
conditions in Illinois commented upon; 
p. 412. 

Patent Vulcanite Roofing Co. vs. Ahna- 
pee & Western Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 
6039 (28 I. C. C., 610-612); submitted 
Oct. 16, 1913; decided Dec. 1, 1913; de- 
fendants’ rate for transportation of 
prepared roofing in sheets should not 
exceed its rate for same in rolls; Jan. 
17, p. 100. 

Peanuts. In the matter of rates to 
Oklahoma City; IL and S. 336 (30 I. C. 
C., 346-348). Proposed increased rate 
on peanuts in carloads from points on 
respondents’ lines in southeastern 
Louisiana to Oklahoma City, Okla., 
not justified and ordered to be can- 
celed; May 23, p. 1051. 

Petroleum. In the matter of Emlenton 
petroleum rates; I. and S. 248 (29 I. 
C. C., 519-521); submitted Feb. 6, 1914; 
decided Feb. 9, 1914. The extension 
of the respondent’s higher Pittsburgh 
rate on petroleum and its products to 
Emlenton and other points north of 
Pittsburgh held to be a proper read- 
justment in view of the fact that ship- 
ments from these points to Wisconsin 
and Michigan destinations now pass 
through Pittsburgh at lower rates, in 
violation of the fourth section. Such 
violations cannot be justified when the 
points so favored are beyond the com- 
petitive or other influences that con- 
trol the rates from other points on the 
respondent’s line; March 14, p. 509. 

Poehiman Bros. Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 
Ry. Co.; ease No. 4762 (30 I. C. C., 89- 
92). Defendant's rate of 40 cents per 
ton, applicable from Galewood, Ill, to 
Morton Grove, Ill., on interstate ship- 
ments of coal received from connect- 
ing lines at the former point not 
shown to be unduly discriminatory or 
prejudicial. The traffic involved is 
through traffic. The through traffic 
is not drawn in question, nor are the 
participating carriers made defend- 
ants. The Commission therefore de- 
clines to express any opinion upon the 
question of the reasonableness of the 
rate under attack. Complaint dis- 
missed; April 25, p. 809. 

Port Arthur Rice Milling Co. vs. Tex- 
arkana & Fort Smith Ry. Co. et al.; 
case No. 5430 (28 I. C. C., 697-700); 
submitted June 16, 1913; decided Dec. 
4, 1913. Charges collected for the 
transportation of certain carload ship- 
ments of clean rice from Lake Charles, 
La., to Port Arthur, Tex., found to 
have been in accordance with the 
lawful published rate. Complaint dis- 
missed; Jan. 31, p. 209. 

Potash. In the matter of rates on pot- 
ash and other commodities from north 
Atlantic seaboard points to Cincin- 
nati and other points; I. and S. 279 
(29 I. C. C., 626-628); submitted Jan. 
9, 1914; decided March 2, 1914. Im- 
ported salts, formerly moved from 
north Atlantic ports to destinations 
in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory upon special import rates, with 
the rate to Chicago observed as the 
minimum as far east as Cincinnati. 
Feb. 1, 1913, the import rates were 
canceled and superseded by domestic 
rates, regularly scaled upon the es- 
tablished percentage basis. July 1, 
1913, tariffs were filed proposing to 
increase certain of these domestic 
rates by the use of the rate to Chicago 
as the minimum as far east as Cin- 





cinnati; Held: That the proposed in- 
creased rates have not been justified; 
March 28, p. 605. 


Potatoes. In the matter of protection 


of potato shipments; I. and §S. 172 (29 
I. C. C., 504-507); decided Feb. 2, 1914. 
A tarit that offers a protected serv- 
ice, in special equipment, for ship- 
ments of potatoes in winter at the 
risk of the carrier for weather dam- 
ages and at the same time permits the 
shipper, at a lower rate and at his 
own risk, to furnish his own protec- 
tion, found to be free from reasonable 
objection; March 14, p. 504. 


Pridham, R. W., Co. vs. S. P. Co. et al; 


ease No. 5273 (30 IL. C. C., 117-134). 
(1) There are no transportation differ- 
ences between the movement of suit- 
able commodities from California ter- 
minals eastbound in wood and in 
fiber, and defendants’ rule limiting the 
application of commodity rates to ar- 
ticles shipped in boxes ‘‘made entirely 
of wood or wood and metal’’ found to 
be unreasonable and unjustly discrim- 
inatory. (2) While the fiber box is 
being accepted by carriers in other 
territories for the transportation of 
some articles which do not carry safe- 
ly therein, the Commission cannot on 
this record undertake to indicate the 
commodities which should be denied 
transportation in such containers. (3) 
The classification rules with respect 
to the construction, packing and seal- 
ing of fiber boxes should be rigidly en- 
forced and the shipper held respon- 
sible for any violation thereof. (4) 
The opinion expressed that some re- 
strictions should be placed by the car- 
riers upon wooden containers; May 9, 
p. 899. 

Railroad Commission of the State of 
Alabama vs. M. & N. A. R. R. Co. et 
al.; case No. 6220 (30 I. C. C., 488-491); 
(1) That imterstate passenger fares are 
higher on one road than fares charged 
by other carriers in the same general 
territory and higher than intrastate 
fares fixed under authority of state 
laws and not voluntarily accepted by 
the carrier are not sufficient facts to 
justify an order reducing such fares 
when the carrier making such charge 
is operating through mountainous and 
sparsely settled country and is earn- 
ing less than its taxes and cost of 
operation. (2) It is not proof of ex- 
travagance that such carrier, operat- 
ing through such territory and having 
a roadbed upon which there are sharp 
curves and steep grades, has a higher 
operating expense than another carrier 
in the same general territory having 
no such transportation difficulties. (3) 
A passenger fare of 6%c a mile for 
that part of a railroad 12.37 miles Jong 
which runs through a mountainous 
and thinly populated country, the to- 
tal earnings of the whole road being 
insufficient to pay operating expenses 
and taxes, is not, under all the cir- 
cumstances shown here, unreasonably 
high. (4) That the aggregate of in- 
termediate fares prescribed by state 
authority and not voluntarily accepted 
or used in making the interstate fare 
is less than the through interstate 
fare shows no violation of the act to 
regulate commerce; June 13, p. 1205. 

Rate Changes; in the matter of permit- 
ting ordinary changes in rates pend- 
ing action upon application for relief 
from the provisions of the Fourth Sec- 
tion of the act, etc.; No. 3700; general 
No, 13; several Fourth Section orders 
combined in one; modifications in 
descriptions of conditions under which 
relief has been afforded: additional 
situations as to which carriers may 
be relieved; March 7, p. 469. 

Reconsignment Rules; I. and S. 334 (29 
. &. C., 620-625): submitted Feb. 14, 
1914; decided March 9, 1914. (1) Pro- 
posed rule under which respondent re- 
fuses to accept reconsignment orders 
for foreign-line points on _ freight 
loaded in Chicago & North Western 
Ry. or Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapo- 
lis & Omaha Ry. refrigerator cars, 
not found to effect unjust discrimina- 
tion, nor to be unreasonable or other- 
wise in contravention of law. (2) Mis- 
souri and Illinois Coal Car Co. vs. I. 
C. R. R. Co., 22 I. C. C., 30, distin- 
guished: March 28, p. 603. 

Refrigeration; in the matter of refrig- 
eration charges on fruits and vege- 
tables from Colorado to Kansas points; 
TI. and S. 293 (29 I. C. C., 653-658). By 
a provision in the suspended tariff re- 





lating to the transportation of fruits 
and vegetables from points in Colo- 
rado to points in Kansas, the Missouri 
Pacific Ry. Co. seeks to eliminate an 
arrangement for furnishing refrigera- 
tion, known as “shipper’s icing,” un- 
der which the shipper is allowed to 
indicate on his bill of lading the 
amount of ice he desires placed in the 
car en route, to be furnished by the 
carrier at $2.50 per ton; the carrier 
desiring to substitute therefor a 
stated charge of $40 per car. Held: 
That (1) The carriers’ position that 
the service should be furnished at a 
stated charge is correct. (2) The $40 
charge proposed in the suspended tar- 
iff compares favorably with other 
icing charges approved by this Com- 
mission, and so far as the Commission 
can judge from the present record it 
appears to be a reasonable one. Order 
=, vacated; March 28, p. 

Refrigeration Cars; in the matter of 
minimum weight on fresh meats and 
other commodities; I. and S. 347 (30 
I. C. C., 349-351). Increase from 10,- 
000 to 15,000 Ibs. in minimum weight 
of special refrigerator cars in ship- 
ments from Chicago held to be reason- 
able, provided respondents eliminate 
element of discrimination by provid- 
ing similar minimum weight from St. 
Louis; May 23, p. 1059. 

Richmond-Eureka Mining Co. vs. Eu- 
reka-Nevada Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 
5554 (29 I. C. C., 62-64); submitted Dec. 
22, 1913; decided Jan. 12, 1914. (1) 
Rate of $2.35 per net ton on ore of a 
value not in excess of $15 per ton from 
Eureka, Nev., to Palisade, Nev., when 
destined to Midvale, Utah, not found 
unreasonable and the establishment of 
joint through rates from Eureka to 
Midvale not found justified upon the 
facts of record. (2) The line between 
Eureka and Ruby Hill, Nev., having 
been partially destroyed and the duty 
of the owner to restore and operate 
the same, upon the facts of record, 
not being a question of determination 
by this Commission, the establishment 
of through rates from Ruby Hill to 
Midvale not considered. Complaint 
dismissed; Jan. 31, p. 215. 

Rock Spring Distilling Co. et al. vs. 
Illinois Central R. R. Co. et al.; case 
No. 4901 (29 I. C. C., 18-27); submitted 
Dec. 5, 1913; decided Jan. 5, 1914. In 
a previous decision, 27 I. C. C., 54, the 
Commission found that the rates on 
cattle from East St. Louis to Owens- 
boro, Ky., should not exceed 15c per 
100 pounds, with a minimum weight of 
20,000 pounds; from Chicago, $32 per 
car. These rates were established by 
the defendants, effective July 15, 1913. 
A rehearing was granted upon petition 
of the carriers who sought to establish 
the propriety of a rate of $45 per car 
from East St. Louis and a rate of 25c 
per 100 pounds, minimum weight 20,- 
000 pounds, from Chicago. Held: (1) 
That with respect to the rate from 
East St. Louis the Commission ad- 
heres to the principle announced in 
the case of the Alton Board of Trade 
vs. C. & A. R. R. Co., and Fourth Sec- 
tion Application No. 1952 of the L. & 
N. R. R. Co., 28 I. C. C., 589, to the 
effect that a rate of $45 per car from 
East St. Louis to Owensboro, a dis- 
tance of 204 miles, does not bear a 
proper relation to the rate of 15c per 
100 pounds, minimum weight 20,000 
pounds, via the short line to Louis- 
ville. The order of the Commission 
in the original case is not changed in 
this regard. (2) That the rate of $32 
per car from Chicago to Owensboro 
should be changed to 18c per 100 
pounds, minimum 20,000 pounds, plus 
$2 per car bridge toll, which is the 
fifth-class rate between these points; 
Jan, 24, p. 151. 


Rogers & Prinky vs. B. & O. R. R. Co: 


et al.: case No. 4894 (30 I. C. C., 32- 
35). Basis proposed by Baltimore & 
Ohio R. R. for construction of joint 
through rates on coal from mines on 
the line of the Indian Creek Valley Ry. 
Co., which basis makes rates 10c per 
ton higher from these mines than 
from mines in the Meyersdale group 
on the Baltimore & Ohio R. R.. not 
found to be unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory; April 18, p. 741. 


Santa Rose Traffic Assn. vs. Southern 


Pacific Co. et al.: case No. 3799 (29 
I. C. C., 65-69): submitted March 8. 
1913: decided Jan. 5. 1914. (1) The 
opinion in the original report herein, 































































































































Soda Ash. 


24 I. Cc. C., 46, declaring that the 
maintenance of terminal rates to 
Santa Clara, San Jose and Marysville, 
Cal., in the absence of similar rates to 
Santa Rosa, Cal., was unduly preju- 
dicial to Santa Rosa, and requiring 
defendants to remove the discrimina- 
tion, affirmed on rehearing. (2) Pe- 
tition of intervener Fresno Traffic 
Assn. dismissed for want of proof; 
Jan, 31,. p. 216. 


Schenck, 8S. C., vs. Norfolk & Western 


Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 4860 (29 I. C. 
C., 125-128); submitted Dec. 14, 1912; 
decided Jan. 6, 1914. (1) Tariff rule 
of defendant Norfolk & Western Ry 
Co. providing that freight charges will 
be assessed on weights ascertained 
at its regular weighing stations, and 
that the rule will not be departed 
from, found to be umreasonable. (2) 
Case held open to afford defendants 
an opportunity to file with the Com- 
mission modified rules for the weigh- 
ing of coal in carloads and for the 
assessment of transportation charges 
thereon, in accordance with the prin- 
ciples announced in this report; Feb. 
7, p. 286. 


Southwestern Missouri Millers’ Club vs. 


St. Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. 
et al.; case No. 5811 (29 I. C. C., 28- 
31): submitted Nov 15, 1913; decided 
Jan. 6, 1914. (1) Rates on grain and 
grain products from mills in south- 
western Missouri, northwestern Ar 
kansas, northeastern Oklahoma and 
southeastern Kansas to Memphis, 
Tenn., found not unreasonable in 
themselves nor unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (2) Proportional rate on wheat 
from Kansas City, Mo., to Memphis, 
Tenn., does not unjustly discriminate 
against the territory in question. (3) 
Contention of complainant in its brief 
that rates on grain and grain products 
from the territory in question to 
points in the southeast are unduly 
prejudicial as compared with rates to 
the southeast from other points lo- 
cated upon all sides was not properly 
presented in the record and will nol 
be considered in this proceeding; Jan 
24, p. 161. 


Seattle Shingle Co. et al. vs. C. M. & 


St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 6204 
(30 I. C. C., 364-370) The failure of 
the defendants to apply coast or ter- 
minal rates to shipments of shingles 
originating at water-locked points on 
the Olympic peninsula while maintain- 
ing such rates from various points on 
the mainland north and south of their 
terminals, held not to constitute un- 
just discrimination: May 23, p. 1055. 


Short-haul decision; southeastern cases; 


in the matter of applications for relief 
from the fourth section with respect 
to class and commodity rates from 
eastern cities, Ohio River crossings, 
and New Orleans to South Atlantic 
and Gulf ports, certain points on navi- 
gable streams and certain interior 
basing points in southeastern and Mis- 
sissippi Valley territory; with respect 
also to class and commodity rates 
from St. Louis and Chicago to Gulf 
ports, Mississippi River points and to 
Meridian and Jackson, Miss.; May 16, 
p. 943. 


Sligo Iron Store Co. vs. St. Louis & San 


Francisco R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
5340 (28 I. C. C., 616-618); submitted 
April 10, 1913; decided Dec. 3, 1913. 
Rate for transportation of wagon wood 
and plow seams in the rough, from 
Fayette Junction, Ark., to Huntsville 
and Austin, Tex., found to be unrea- 
sonable to the extent that it exceeds 
the rate contemporaneously in effect 
on lumber of the kind from which said 
articles are manufactured. Repara- 
tion awarded; Jan. 10, p. 56. 

In the matter of rates on 
soda ash and other commodities from 
Wyandotte, Mich., to Canadian des- 
tinations; I. and §S. 303 (28 I. Cc. C., 
613-615); submitted Nov. 25, 1913; de- 
cided Dec. 1, 1913. Carriers have not 
justified the increases in question; 
present rates found reasonable for its 
future; but the carriers allowed to ap- 
ply to this Commission for modifica- 
tion if the Canadian Commission takes 
such action as requires such modifi- 
cation, or if a Canadian line not sub- 
ject to the act to regulate commerce 
refuses to participate in these rates; 
Jan. 10, p. 54. 


Springfield Traffic Bureau of Jobbers’ 


and Manufacturers’ Assn. vs. St. 


Stone, J. T., 


Stone. In the 
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Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. et al. 
(case No. 4810); Fourth Section Ap- 
plications 1840, 1862, 1898 (29 I. C. C., 
600-606); submitted Oct. 5, 1912; de- 
cided March 38, 1914. (1) On allega- 
tion that local class rates from St. 
Louis, Mo., to Springfield, Mo., appli- 
cable as proportions of through rates 
on traffic originating east of the In- 
diana-Dinois state line, in Central 
Freight Association, southeastern and 
Carolina territories, are unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory as com- 
pared with class rates from St. Louis, 
Mo., to Kansas City, Mo., applicable 
as proportions of through rates from 
the same originating territories; Held: 
That the rates are not unreasonable 
or unjustly discriminatory. (2) Parts 
of Fourth Section Applications Nos. 
1840, 1862 and 1898, asking for permis- 
sion to continue to charge proportional 
class rates from St. Louis, Mo., to 
Kansas City, Mo., via the line of the 
St. Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. 
on traffic originating east of the In- 
diana-lllinois state line, in Central 
Freight Association, southeastern and 
Carolina territories, which are lower 
than rates concurrently in effect on 
like traffic from St. Louis, Mo., to 
Springfield, Mo., granted; March 21, 
Pp. 571. 


Standard Oil Co. vs. Pa. Co. et al.; 


Fourth Section Application 2103; case 
No. 5892 (29 IL. C. C., 524-526); sub- 
mitted Sept. 22, 1913; decided Feb. 9, 
1914. (1) Rate charged by defendants 
for the transportation of a carload of 
iron pipe fittings from Martinsville, 
Ill., to Whiting, Ind., not found to 
have been unreasonabie. Complaint 
dismissed. (2) Defendants’ fourth sec- 
tion application asking authority to 
continue rates for the transportation 
of iron pipe fittings in carloads from 
East St. Louis, IL, to Whiting, Ind., 
which are lower than rates concur- 
rently in effect on like traffic from 
Martinsville, Ill., and other intermedi- 
ate points, denied; March 14, p. 511 


Stewart-Greer Lumber Co. et al. vs. 


St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5454 (29 I. C. 
C., 120-122); Fourth Section Applica- 
tion 4218; submitted Aug. 15, 1913; de- 
cided Jan. 6, 1914. Rate of 14 cents 
per 100 pounds on hardwood lumber 
in carloads from Mangham, Baskin 
and Winnsboro, La., to New Orleans, 
La., and points taking the same rates, 
for export, not found unreasonable. 
Application under the fourth section 
of the act for authority to maintain a 
lower rate on hardwood lumber for 
export from Rayville, La., to New Or- 
leans, La., than from intermediate 
points denied; Feb. 7, p. 284. 

& Son vs. Southern Ry 
Co, and Griffin Hallman Fuel Co. vs. 
Same; case No. 5001 (29 I. C. C., 699- 
701); submitted Oct. 7, 1912; decided 
March 9, 1914. Rate of $2.05 per ton 
on coal from Newcomb, Tenn., to 
Greenville, S. C., found unreasonable 
in so far as it exceeded a rate of $1.95. 
Reparation awarded; April 11, p. 688. 


Stone. In the matter of rates for in- 


terstate transportation of crushed 
stone from Port Deposit, Md., and 
from other points in other states to 
points in Maryland and Delaware (lI. 
and S. 351); state of Maryland et al. 
vs. P. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 6547 
(30 I. C. C., 22-28). (1) Proposed in- 
creased rates for the transportation 
of interstate shipments of crushed 
stone from Port Deposit, Md., and pro- 
ducing points in other states to con- 
suming points in Maryland and Dela- 
ware, found not justified by the evi- 
dence of record. (2) Recently in- 
creased rates on the same commodity 
from and to points similarly situated, 
found to be unreasonable to the ex- 
tent that they exceed the rates pre- 
viously in effect; April 18, p. 738. 

matter of rates on 
crushed stone from McCook and 
Thornton, Ill., to stations in Indiana 
and Michigan; I. and S. 284 (29 I. C. 
C., 136-138); submitted Nov. 15, 1913; 
decided Jan. 5, 1914. (1) By express 
provision of the amendment of June 
18, 1910, to Section 15 of the act to 
regulate commerce, the burden of 
justifying an advance in rate made 
after Jan. 1, 1910, is placed upon car- 
rier. (2) The fact that contracts have 
been entered into on the basis of a 
lower rate will not of itself preclude 


XIII. 


Straw. 


the raising of such rate. (3) Evidence 
here held not to justify increase in 
rate made under suspended tariff; Feb. 
14, p. 313. 

In the matter of straw rates to 
Alton, [ll.; I. and 8. 277 (29 I. C. C., 
562-564); submitted Nov. 17, 1913; de- 
cided March 3, 1914. Proposed in- 
creased rates on straw from Missouri 
points to Alton, IIL, found reasonable 
and order of suspension vacated; 
March 21, p. 563, 


Swift & Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al.; case 


Switching. In the matter of 


we 


S 


No. 3410 (29 I, C. C., 464-469); sub- 
mitted May 15, 1912; decided Feb. 2, 
1914. (1) Defendants’ rates on coarse 
salt in bulk from Cuylerville, N. Y., 
to Chicago Junction, O., found unrea- 
sonable to the extent that it exceeded 
78 per cent of the New York-Chicago 
rate on that commodity, and the lower 
rate basis prescribed for the future. 
(2) Present through route for coarse 
salt in bulk from Cuylerville to Chi- 
cago Junction through Akron, O., re- 
quired to be maintained and a joint 
rate in connection therewith not ex- 
ceeding 11 cents per 100 pounds to be 
established. Reparation awarded. (3) 
Based on prior decisions of the Com- 
mission, reparation disallowed on salt 
shipments from Cuylerville to Port 
Huron and Delray, Mich.; Feb. 28, p. 
425. 

Chicago 
switching charges: I. and 8S. 242 (28 I. 
Cc. C., 677-680); submitted Oct. 9, 1913; 
decided Jan. 6, 1914 Proposed in- 
crease in rates on interstate ship- 
ments of coal from Chicago to Rav- 
enswood and reduction of amount of 
absorption on such shipments by line 
carriers found not to be justified and 
suspended tariffs required to be with- 
drawn; Jan. 17, p. 114. 
witching Allowance. In the matter of 
the Muncie & Western Railroad Co.; 
case No. 3378 (30 I. C. C., 434-436) 
Upon the facts disclosed of record it 
is Held: That the Muncie & Western 
R. R. Co. is the private facility of the 
Ball Bros.’ Glass Manufacturing Co., 
and that the allowance of a switching 
charge heretofore paid to it by the 
trunk lines was without justification; 
June 6, p. 1161. 
witching at Arcade, N. Y.; I. and §S 
341 (30 I. C. C., 501-504). Tariff of 
respondent Buffalo, Attica & Arcade 
R. R. Co., which proposes to withdraw 
its switching charges on traffic han- 
dled by the Buffalo & Suequehanna 
Ry. Co. to and from industries on the 
line of respondent at Arcade, N. Y., 
ordered to be canceled; June 20, p. 
1241, 


Switching Charges. In the matter of 


Alexandria, Va., switching charges; I. 
and S. 331 (29 I. C. C., 381-382); sub- 
mitted Dec. 22, 1913; decided Feb. 2, 
1914. Proposed increase in the switch- 
ing charges on coal and coke by the 
Southern Ry. Co. from the Potomac 
yard, near Alexandria, Va., to Alexan- 
dria proper, not justified, but a maxi- 
mum charge of 20 cents per net ton 
established for the future; Feb. 14, p. 
317. 


Tampa Board of Trade vs. L. & N. R. 


R. Co. et al., and Same vs. I. C. R. R. 
Co. et al.; case No. 6247 (30 I. C. C., 
377-381). Tampa, Fla., is served by 
the Mallory Steamship Co. from Mo- 
bile, Ala., and the Gulf & Southern 
Steamship Co. from New Orleans, La. 
Upon petition for the establishment in 
connection with those lines of through 
routes and joint rates to Tampa from 
points on the lines of rail carriers 
serving the other two ports named; 
Held: That such through routes 
should be established in connection 
with the Mallory Steamship Company 
and the defendant carriers serving 
Mobile will be expected to make ef- 
fective within ninety days reasonable 
rates for the rail-and-water service. 
No opinion expressed as to the amount 
of such rates or as to the establish- 
ment of through routes in connection 
with the Gulf & Southern Steamship 
Co.; May 30, p. 1099. 


Texarkana Freight Bureau et al. vs. St. 


Louis, Iron Mountain and Southern 
Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5269 (28 I. 
Cc. C., 569-583); submitted Oct. 16, 
1913; decided Dec. 8, 1913. Complain- 


ants allege that class and commodity 
rates from St. Louis, Kansas City 
and Memphis, and from points in 
Central Freight Association and West- 
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ern Trunk Line territories to Tex- 
arkana, Ark., and Texarkana, Tex., 
are unjust, unreasonable and discrim- 
inatory as compared with the rates 
from the same territory of origin to 
Shreveport, La. Intervener and de- 
fendants state that the rates to the 
latter point are influenced by water 
competition; Held: (1) The history 
of class rates to Shreveport and Tex- 
arkana and a comparison of these 
rates with rates for equal distances 
to points entirely uninfluenced by wa- 
ter competition, show that the level 
of class rates from St. Louis and 
defined territories to Shreveport is no 
longer influenced by water competi- 
tion. (2) Class rates from St. Louis, 
Kansas City, Memphis and defined 
territories to Texarkana should not 
exceed those contemporaneously main- 
tained from the same points of origin 
to Shreveport, La. Texarkana rates 
should be regarded as maximum rates 
to all points intermediate via the di- 
rect lines (3) Suggested that com- 
modity rates to Texarkana; which to 
Shtireveport make through the lower 
Mississippi crossings, should not ex- 
ceed those to the latter city by more 
than 6 cents per 100 pounds. This 
amount not to be considered as a 
fixed differential but merely as a 
maximum. Commodity rates to Tex- 
arkana which to Shreveport make via 
the direct lines should not exceed 
those contemporaneously maintained 
to the latter point. (4) A readjust- 
ment of rates which make through 
and from the lower Mississippi River 
rossings to the Shreveport group sug- 
gested. (5) In the making of joint 
through rates on long-distance traffic 
to local or non-competitive points, the 
differentials above the rates to the 
basing points should bear some rea- 
sonable relation to the total distances 
involved. Board of Trade of Car- 
roliton, Ga., vs. C. of G. Ry. Co., 28 
I. Cc. C., 154, 165. (6) While carriers 
may properly meet water competi- 
tion, the maintenance of a lower rate 
to one point than to other points 
which are intermediate cannot be 
justified on the ground that it is nec- 
essary to suppress water competition 
Jan. 3, p. 9. 

Thomas Iron Co. vs. Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Co. et al.; fourth section appl) 
cation No. 1625; case No. 4590 (28 I. 
Cc. C., 608-609); submitted Oct. 2, 
1912; decided Dec. 4, 1913; (1) Rate 
of 60 cents per gross ton on imported 
iron ore in car loads from Philadel- 
phia to Island Park, Pa., found to 
have been justified by refendants. 
(2) A portion of 4th section applica- 
tion No. 1625, filed by defendants, in- 
volving a rate on imported iron ore 
from Philadelphia to South Bethlehem 
via Philipsburg ,N. J., less than the 
rate to Island Park, granted; Jan. 
10, p. 53. 

Toledo Produce Exchange vs. Ann Ar- 

bor R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 5295 

(30 I. GC. C., 498-500): the schedule 
of rates required by the order in the 
original proceeding, dated June 23, 
1913, is superseded by a new schedule 
substantially agreed upon by the in- 
terested parties subsequent to a fur- 
ther hearing had on petitions of the 
earriers for modification of the order; 
June 20, p. 1242. 

Tomatoes. In the matter of rates on 
tomatoes from Jacksonville; I and S. 
No. 352 (29 I. C. C., 522-523); sub- 
mitted Jan. 14, 1914; decided March 2, 
1914. Proposed increase in the pro- 
portional rates from Jacksonville, Fla., 
to destinations west of the Mississippi 
River, applicable on tomatoes orig- 
inating at points on the Florida East 
Coast Ry., not justified; March 21, 
p. 564. 

Topeka Traffic Assn. vs. A. & V. Ry. 
Co. et al.; see bananas. 

Trier, Hans, vs. C. St. P. M. & O. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case No. 6268 (30 I. C. C., 
352-356). (1) The nonconfiscatory 
character of scales of fare established 
by a state for intrastate passenger 
journeys, where such rate scales have 

not been acquiesced in by the car- 

riers, is not sufficient per se to war- 
rant this Commission’s setting aside 
as unjust and unreasonable fares at 

a different level for interstate jour- 

neys, even where one stretch of the 

interstate journey is within the state 

establishing such scales of fare. (2) 


Fares between points named in the 
report found to have been unlawful 
in November, 1912, in and to the ex- 
tent that they exceeded the aggre- 
gate of the intermediate fares subject 
to the provisions of this act; May 23, 
p. 1053. 

United States vs. Richmond, Freder- 
icksburg, and Potomac R. A. Co., et 
al.; case No. 5374 and Sub. No. 1 
29 I. C. C., 702-705); submitted Jan. 
15, 1914; decided, March 2, 1914. 
Classification of “‘projectiles empty or 
solid, other than small arms, in boxes, 
L. C. L., first class. In packages 
or loose, C. L., minimum weight 
30,000 pounds, fourth class’ not found 
to be unreasonable or unduly preju- 
dicial. Complaint dismissed; April 
ll, p. 689. 

Wallingford, H. E., vs. A. T. & S. F. R. 
Co. et al.; case No. 5957 (30 I. C. C., 
19-21); class D rating on cement silo 
staves in carloads from Kansas City, 
Mo., to points on defendants’ lineswin 
Kansas, Nebraska, Colorado and Ok- 
lahoma found to have been unjust 
and unreasonable. Class E rating, 
minimum weight 36,000 pounds, found 
to be reasonable and prescribed for 
the future. Reparation awarded; 
April 18, p. 737. 

Washington, rates to and from; Cham- 
ber of Commerce of Washington, D. 
C., et al. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al. 
(Case No. 6052); O. J. DeMoll & Co. 
et al.. vs. S. Ry. Co. et al. (case No. 
6058); fourth section application 1781 
(30 I. C. C., 446-454); on the facts of 
record, Held: (1) That, following 
Merchants & Mfrs. Assn. vs. B. & 
O. R. R. Co., ante, page 388, I. C. C., 
respondents are warranted in their 
withdrawal of store-door delivery at 
Washington, D. C., which, with cer- 
tain exceptions, embraced the first 
four classes of freight from defined 
Eastern and New England territories. 
(2) That the class rates from said 
territories to Washington are not 
shown to be unreasonable. (3) That 
the portion of respondents’ fourth sec- 
tion application. No. 1781 which asks 
authority to continue lower rates to 
Richmond than to Washington on the 
several classes of freight from New 
York and other Eastern points is de- 
nied. (4) That the class rates from 
Washington to the Carolinas and 
other Southeastern territories are 
unlawful to the extent that they ex- 
ceed the aggregates of the interme- 
diate rates. Proceedings held open to 
await effective readjustment of rates 
by the Southern carriers and for 
other stated purposes; June 6, p. 1165. 

Wamley Oil Works Co. vs. Pennsylvania 
R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 4851 (28 
I. C. C., 621-633); submitted May 9, 
1913; decided Dec. 3, 1913; complain- 
ant alleges that charge of 4 cents a 
hundred for switching freight to 
and from its industry on the Penn- 
sylvania R. R. at Pittsburgh when it 
is desired to move freight by other 
lines than the Pennsylvania is un- 
reasonable; Held: That the Commis- 
sion ought not as a matter of discre- 
tion, even if it could as a matter of 
law, to establish a mere switching 
charge which the competitors of the 
Pennsylvania lines can absorb and 
under which they can obtain the 
virtual use of these terminals; but 
the Commission has the power to es- 
tablish joint rates from any point 
upon these terminals where traffic is 
received by the Pennsylvania to a 
point upon any connecting line and 
vice versa. (2) While cases may be 
easily imagined where a railroad 
would be guilty of undue prejudice 
by reason of a diversity in switching 
charges between two localities served 
by it, that can hardly be true in this 
case, nor could the Commission on 
this record require these defendants 
to maintain the same _ system of 
switching charges at Pittsburgh which 
they maintain at other points upon 
their system. (3) No unjust dis- 
crimination arises out of the circum- 
stances that the different members of 
the Pennsylvania system accord the 
use of their Pittsburgh terminals to 
one another while refusing it on the 
same terms to their outside compet- 
itors. (4) A _ series of joint rates 
from various points to points on the 
Pittsburgh terminals, and vice versa, 
should be established based upon the 
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suggestions in this report; Jan. 10, 
p. 57. 

Weisse, Charles, & Co. vs. C. H. & D. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5915 (29 I. 
Cc. C., 374-375); charges for the trans- 
portation of 20 sacks of stearic acid 
from Ivorydale, Ohio, to Sheboygan 
Falls, Wis., found to have been un- 
reasonable to the extent that they 
exceeded charges that would have 
accrued on basis of the aggregate 
of the intermediate rates contem- 
poraneously ‘in effect. Reparation 
awarded; Feb. 14, p. 314. 

Wheat. In the matter of wheat rates 
from Oklahoma points to Memphis 
and other points; proposed increased 
rates on wheat and grain products 
taking the same rates, from points 
in Oklahoma to Memphis, Tenn., not 
justified; April 25, p. 811. 

Wheat and Corn. mm the matter of 
proposed increased rates on wheat 
and corn from Omaha, Council Bluffs 
and lower Wisconsin River cities to 
certain Wisconsin points on the Min- 
neapolis, St. Paul and Sault Ste. 
Marie Ry.; I. and S. No. 249 (28 I. 
C. C., 602-604); submitted Sept. 5, 
1913; decided Dec. 8, 1913; increased 
rates found to be reasonable and 
order of suspension vacated; Jan. 10, 
p. 51. 

Wheeler Lumber, Bridge and Supply Co. 
oc 2 OA. ie eee. ee, eee So 
et al.; case No. 6089 (30 I. C. C., 
343-345); complaint is made of the 
failure of defendants to grade a dif- 
ferential of 5c per 100 pounds over 
the rate to the Missouri River on 
shipments of fir lumber and fir forest 
products from Pacific Coast points 
to destinations in Iowa. Following 
decision of the Commission in Betcher 
Lumber Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. 
Co., 26 IL Cc. C., 335, complaint dis- 
missed; May 23, p. 1050. 

Wichita Board of Trade vs. Abilene 
& Southern Ry. Co. et al.; case No 
4663 (29 I. C. C., 376-380); submitted 
Nov. 23, 1912; decided Jan. 12, 1914. 
(1) It appearing that the basis of 
complaint is discrimination, in that 
Kansas City, Mo., is a so-called»rate- 
breaking point while Wichita is a 
transit point for shipments of grain 
and grain products; Held: That upon 
showing herein the Commission is not 
at this time prepared ‘to make an 
order disturbing existing adjustment 
of rates. (2) Power of Commission 
to establish through route is limited 
by Act to regulate commerce. Com- 
plaint dismissed; Feb. 14, p. 315. 

Wichita Business Assn. vs. Kansas 
City, Mexico & Orient Ry. Co. et al.; 
case No. 5830 (29 I. C. C., 669-670); 
rates on live stock in carloads from 
points on lines of defendants in Texas 
and Oklahoma via Altus, Okla., to 
Wichita, Kan., found unreasonable. 
Reasonable joint rates preseribed for 
the future; March 28, p. 618. 

Wichita Business Association vs. A. T 
& S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 5800 (30 

I. C. C., 374-376); (1) Wichita can- 
not ship agricultural implements in 
the same car mixtures as Kansas 
City to Texas points except under 
rates which make a much larger com- 
bination rate for Wichita than Kan- 
sas City enjoys; Held: That this 
situation is unlawfully discriminatory 
against Wichita, and defendants given 
until Aug. 1, 1914, to adjust these 
commodity rates out of Wichita so 
that the same relative difference is 
maintained as now exists between 
the class rates applicable from the 
two above-named cities. (2) Stor- 
age-in-transit contention of complain- 
ant not sustained, as it does not ap- 
pear that Kansas City enjoys this 
privilege on shipments destined to the 
Texas points concerned herein. (3) 
Reparation denied, it not appearing 
that claimant was damaged by the 
unlawful discrimination found to ex- 
ist; May 30, p. 109%. 

Wichita Business Assn. vs. A. T. & S. 
F. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5978 (30 
I. Cc. C., 45-55); complaint alleged 
that the present any-quantity rates 
on brooms from Wichita, Kan., of 
$2.10 per 100 pounds to Pacific Coast 
terminals, and $2 per 100 pounds to 
North Pacific Coast points, are un- 
reasonable and unjustly discrimin- 
atory against traffic from Wichita, 
and unduly preferential to Eastern 
and Pacific Coast manufacturing 
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points; also that the rates on brooms, 
as such, are unduly discriminatory 
and prejudicial as compared with 
rates on broom corn; Held: (1) That 
the any-quantity rates on brooms are 
not shown to be unreasonable per se. 
(2) That they are not shown to be 
unduly prejudicial to Wichita or un- 
duly preferential either to other man- 
ufacturing points or to the traffic in 
broom corn. Complaint dismissed; 
April 25, p. 794. 

Wichita Produce Co. et al. vs. A. & V. 
Ry. Co. et al.; see bananas. 

Wickwire Steel Co. et al. vs. N. Y. C. 
& H. R. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
3218 (30 I. C C., 415-425). (1) No 
reason has been shown why the Com- 
mission should depart from its orig- 
inal finding in Wickwire Steel Co. ys. 
x + & @& Bi ee Bi ee Ce; 872. 
Cc. C., 168, that the rate of $1.85 per 
ton for the transportation of coke 
from the Connellsville region to Buf- 
falo, N. Y., is a reasonable one. (2) 
An issue of discrimination in the 
sense of preference and prejudice 
under Section 3 of the act can be con- 
sidered in a proceeding relating to a 
rate increased since Jan. 1, 1910. 
While in the case of the increased 
rate the issue as to whether it is just 
and reasonable is one unavoidably a 
part of the case, it is not necessarily 
the sole issue. The fact that the in- 
creased rate eliminates a discrimina- 
tion should be given some weight in 
determining its propriety. (3) The 
Commission in its original decision 
did not base its conclusion on evi- 
dence introduced in the other coke 
cases, but merely used the rates found 
in the other cases to be reasonable 
as a@ measure of the reasonableness 
of the rate in the Wickwire case. 
Such a reference to the conclusions 
in other cases is entirely proper; June 
6, p. 1154. 

Woodward-Bennett Co. vs. San Pedro, 
Los Angeles & Salt Lake R. R. Co.; 
case No. 5690 (29 I. C. C., 664-666). 
(1) Charges collected by defendant 
for the transportation of 11 carloads 
of cattle from Nephi, Utah, to Los 
Angeles, Cal., found to have been in 
accordance with published tarits and 
not shown to have been unreasonable. 
(2) Defendant’s tariff, which names 
coarload rates on cattle dependent 
upon the number of cars shipped, held 
to be unlawful; March 28, p. 617. 

Wool. In the matter of alleged unrea- 
sonable rates and practices in trans- 
portation of wool, hides and pelts 
from Western points to Eastern des- 
tination (case No. 4074); Railroad 
Commission of Oregon vs. Oregon R. 
R. and Navigation Co. (case No. 
2634); National Wool Growers’ Assn. 
vs. Oregon Short Line R. R. Co. et 
al (case No. 3939); order of repara- 
tion; June 27, p. 1290. 

Youngstown Sheet and Tube Co. et al. 
vs. Pittsburgh & Lake Erie R. R. Co.; 
ease No. 4606 (29 I. C. C., 428-438); 
submitted May 19, 1913; decided Feb. 
3, 1914. . Rate of 70c per net ton for 
the transportation of bituminous coal 
in carloads from the Pittsburgh, Pa., 
coal district to the Youngstown or 
Valleys district of Eastern Ohio and 
Western Pennsylvania, not found un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed; Feb. 28, p. 44. 


Delay; in adjusting claims; letter from 
J. E. Decker & Sons; p. 117. 

Delay; resulting from labor strike no 
cause for waiver of demurrage (Legal 
Dept.); p. 128. 

Delayed shipments; p. 717. See Legal 
Department. 

Delayed shipments; uniform bill of lad- 
ing not applicable to (Legal Dept.);: 
p. 1028. 

Delivery; at non-agency stations (Le- 
gal Dept.); p. 877. 

Delivery; at wrong place a conversion 
(Legal Dept.); p. 128. 

Delivery; carrier bound to make it to 
right person (Legal Dept.); p. 926. 

Delivery; should be made in accordance 
—— bill of lading (Legal Dept.); p. 


Delivery; should be in accordance with 
bill x lading address (Legal Dept.); 
p. 250. 

Delivery; what constitutes it in order 
consignments (Legal Dept.); p. 876. 
Demurrage; charges resulting from fail- 
ure = accept shipment (Legal Dept.); 

p. 187. 


Demurrage; charges assessed through 
railroad errors; p. 82; Legal department. 

Demurrage; steamship charges; Ander- 
son-Tully Co. et al. vs. Morgan’s Lou- 
isiana and Texas R. R. and Steamship 
Co. et al.; p. 904; see decisions of I. 
. ¢ 

Demurrage charge; Commission has ex- 
clusive control (Legal Dept.); p. 830. 

Demurrage rules; approved by National 
Industrial Traffic League; p. 859. 

Differential; uniform basis, Omaha over 
Kansas City; Omaha Grain Exchange 
vs. Cc. R. I. & P. Ry. Co.; p. 144; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Differentials in wheat and flour ocean 
freight rates; paper by F. H. Price; 
. 1304. 

Diversion of goods in transit; p. 717. See 
Legal Department. 

Dixon, Donald S.; district traffic mana- 
ger, Southern Oil Co.; p. 598. 

Dock privileges discriminate; Carl Eich- 
enberg vs. Southern Pacific Co. et al.; 
p. 48; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Dufhnage; free allowances; hearing before 
examiner; p. 332. 

Dunnage; free allowances (Legal Dept.); 
p. 397. 

Dunnage; rule debated berore the Com- 
mission; p. 757. 

Duplicate shipments; express charges on 
(Legal Dept.); p. 876. 

Economy of freight handling (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 932. 

Economy; policy of the Commission (Ed- 
itorial); p. 549. 


EDITORIAL: 

Advance rate case; pp. 97, 685, 453, 
1286, 1141, 1045, 837, 597. 

Average agreement; pp. 893, 941, 1046. 

Canadian freight rates; p. 734. 

Car situation; p. 141. 

Conspiracy; charges made by Senator 
LaFollette; p. 893. 

Co-operation between carrier and ship- 
per; p. 1141. 

Co-operation; of farmers; p. 1285. 

Daniels, W. M.; appointment of; p. 733. 

Economy; policy of the Commission; 
p. 549. 

Efficiency in station agencies; p. 45. 

Free services; p. 365. 

Freight claims; complaints of railroad 
delay in handling; p. 1. 

Government ownership of railroads; p. 
645. 

Idle cars; p. 1. : 

Industrial Railways case; pp. 1141, 1237. 

Loading the Commission; p. 453. 

Lewis, James Hamilton; introduces 
three bills; p. 733. 

Los Angeles switching cars; p. 1197. 

Packing house mixtures; p. 305. 

Panama canal; effect on shipping ef- 
ficiency; p. 789. 

Parcel post hurts express; p. 45. 

Pridham decision; p. 941. 

Private car inquiry; pp. 141, 201. 

Private car lines; p. 261. , 

Probing equipment; pp. 141, 201. 

Public ownership; demand for it sub- 
siding; p. 501. 

Rate evidence; p. 685. 

Removal cost; charged to capital ac- 
count; p. 645. 

Service the real test; p. 501. 

Shreveport case; p. 1197. 

Spotting cars; services In; p. 409. 

Spotting charge; pp. 645, 838, 597, 1197, 
1237. 

Supreme Court decisions; p. 1286. 

Tap-line decision; p. 1093. 

Tap lines, obligations of; p. 1285. 

Transportation; inadequacy of facili- 
ties; p. 1093. 

United States Express Co.; its passing; 
p. 549. 

Unreported opinions; pp. 201, 893. 

Waterways development; p. 1045. 

Weighing rules; agreement on; p. 837. 

Efficiency; increasing car; views of 
Charles C. Riley. 

Efficiency in station agencies; communi- 
cation from R. C. Snipes; p. 65. 

Efficiency in station agencies (Editorial) 
p. 45. 

Electric hoist (Short Haul Dept.); p. 
1276. 

Electrification in Oregon; p. 722. 

Elevators: grain; at Kansas City; Omaha 
Grain Exchange vs. Atchison, Topeka 
and Santa Fe Ry. Co.; p. 112; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Embargo and demurrage; New York Hay 
Exchange Assn. vs. Lehigh Valley R. 
R. Co.; p. 275; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Emigrant movables; in re emigrant mov- 
ables to S. Dakota; p. 307; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 


Erickson, Halford; article on reasonable 
returns for railways; p. 346. 

Examiner-attorneys; places filled by the 
Commission; p. 253. 

Excelsior, rates on; p. 614; see decisions 
ori. Cc. C. 

Excelsior rates; Morris, Johnson, Brown 
Mfg. Co. vs. I. C. R. R. Co. et al.; p. 
1164; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Excise tax; constitutional as imposed on 
Ohio railways (Supreme Court de- 
cision); p. 471. 

<xplosives; hearing on regulations cov- 
ering transportation; p. 167. 

Explosives: Withdrawal of commodity 
rates on high explosives from Missis- 
sippi River points to the East permit- 
ted; p. 688; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Export rates; Alexander H. Erickson Co. 
va ©. M. & Bt. FP. Ry. Co-.ot @.5. p. 
376; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Exposition; article by A. M. Mortensen, 
traffic manager Panama-Pacific expo- 
sition; p. 711. 

Express charges; on shipments to re- 
Place lost or damaged orders (Legal 
Dept.); p. 774. 

Express charges; not recoverable in dam- 
age suits (Legal Dept.); p. 1028. 

Express commodity rates; Railroad Com- 
mission of Florida vs. Southern Ex- 
press Co.; p. 205; see decisions of I. 
ce. 

Express company figures (Washington 
Letter); p. 791. 

Express contracts awarded; p. 1120. 

Express rates; article by F. S. Holbrook. 

Express rates; uniform in Illinois; p. 180. 

Express resumes; for December; p. 924. 

Fabrication in transit; p. 267; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Fertilizer, rates unreasonable; Merchants’ 
and Manufacturers’ Association’ vs. 
Cape Charles R. R. Co. et al.; p. 697; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Fiber Box; R. W. Pridham Co. vs, S. 
P. Co. et al; p. 899; see decisions of 
a 4. 4 

Fiber boxes; safe sealing of (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 196. 

Fiber furniture rating; Michigan Seating 
Co. vs. Grand Trunk Western Ry. Co. 
et al.; p. 285; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Fir lumber; Wheeler Lumber, Bridge and 
Supply Co. et al. vs. A. T. & 8S. F. Ry. 
Co. et al; p. 1050; see decisions of I. 
ie 

Flax seed; rates on; p. 609; see decisions 
ez < ©. 

Flax tow; rates on; p. 614; see decisions 
ak ©. C. 

Flood damage; E. Danciger vs. P. C. C. & 
St. L. Ry. Co. et al.; p. 319; see de- 
cisions of LC. C. 

Florida East Coast case; Supreme Court 
decision; p. 1255. 

Flour; in re Kansas-California rates; p. 
456; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Folk, Joseph W.; appointed chief counsel 
of Commission; p. 410. 

Folk, Joseph W.; chief counsel of Com- 
mission; p. 590. 

Fort Scott; rates upheld; Fort Scott In- 
dustrial Assn. vs. St. Louis and San 
Francisco R. R. Co., and fourth sec- 
tion application 1898; p. 607; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Forwarders shippers’ agent; Great North- 
ern Ry. Co. vs. Gertrude O’Connor (Su- 
preme Court decision); p. 470. 

Fourth section; application to interme- 
diate points (Legal Dept.); p. 1080. 

Fourth section order; in re permitting 
ordinary changes in rates pending ac- 
tion upon applications for relief from 
the provisions of the fourth section, 
etc.; p 468; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Free services (Editorial); p. 365. 

ae services (Washington Letter); p. 

Freight; when delivered; decision of New 
York Court of Appeals; p. 1280. 

Freight; reshipped to evade higher 
through rate (Legal Dept.): p. 1269. 

Freight bill form approved; in re freight 
bills; p. 466; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Freight charges; carrier entitled to them 
for service fully performed (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1126. 

Freight claim association; meeting at 
Galveston; p. 1115. 

Freight; consigned to given point and re- 
shipped (Legal Dept.); p. 828. 

Freight handling in Chicago; p. 448. 

Fruit, green, rates on; p. 613; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Fruit and vegetables; in re rates, be- 
tween points in California and points 
in Nevada, Arizona, and other points; 
p. 798; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Fuel Oil; rates for; Fairmont Creamery 
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Co. vs. Atchison, Topeka and Santa 
Fe Ry. Co. et al; p. 108; see decisions 
of I. C. C. 

Full faith and credit clause; Supreme 
Court decision in Tennessee Coal, Iron 
and R. R. Co. case; p. 849. 

Gasoline engines, rates on; p. 612; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Gateways; opened and closed; p. 574; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Gettysburg; route through; Merchants’ 
and Manufacturers’ Assn. vs. Central 
R. R. Co. of New Jersey et al; p. 
1447; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Glucose; rate prescribed; National Syrup 
Co. vs. Chicago and Northwestern Ry. 
Co. et al.; p. 113; see decisions of I. 
Cc. CG 

Government ownership; article by F. A, 
Delano; p. 1278. 

Government ownership of railroads (Edi- 
torial); p. 645. 

Government ownership (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 367. 

Government ownership of railroads 
(Washington Letter); p. 791. 

Government ownership of street rail- 
ways (Washington Letter); p. 791. 

Grain; rates justified; in re rates on 
grain and grain products from E. St. 
Louis and other stations to Eastern 
points; p. 736; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Grain; Toledo Produce Exchange vs. Ann 
Arbor R. R. Co. et al.; p. 1242; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Grain; Board of Trade of Chicago vs. A. 
T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; p. 417; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Grain; rates to Memphis; Southwestern 
Missouri Millers’ Club vs. St. Louis & 
San Francisco R. R. Co. et al.; p. 161; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Grain; rates to Pittsburgh; p. 1101; see 
decisions of I. C. C 

Grain; break bulk rates; in re advances 
from Milwaukee, Manitowoc and Ke- 
waunee to Boston, Philadelphia, New 
York, Baltimore and other points; p. 
1096; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Guide; for shippers and receivers (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 778. 

Hall, Henry C.; member of Commission; 
biography; p. 401. 

Hal!, Henry C.: appointed to the Com- 
mission; p. 302. 

Hall; Senate holding up appointment of 
Commissioner (Washington Letter); p. 
503. 

Hall, H. C.; nomination as Interstate 
Commerce Commissioner confirmed by 
Senate; p. 516. 

Harlan, James B.: elected Chairman of 
Commission; p. 550. 

Hauling; cutting down cost; p. 88. 

Hauling freight; cost doubled; p. 1181. 

Hay; rule for storage; American Hay Co. 
vs. Central Vermont Ry. Co.; p. 649; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Hennepin canal; communication from 
Sterling Morton; p. 1278 

Hides; from Oklahoma; Crowdus Bros. 
et al. vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe Ry. Co. et al.; p. 221; see decisions 
oe: 4.6... &. 

Hocking Valley; decree affirmed by U. 8S. 
Circuit Court of Appeals; p. 432. 

Hyzer, Edward M.; elected vice-president 
of C. & N. W. and C., 8st. P.. M. & 
O.3 Pp. oe. 

Grain car distribution; Board of Railroad 
Commissioners of Iowa vs. C. R. I. 

P. Ry. Co. et al.; p. 370; see decisions 
et & 

Grain rates; in re proposed increase on 
grain rates from Omaha, etc., to Wis- 
consin points; p. 51; see decisions of 
Re i aS 

Grain rates; proportional; in re rates on 
grain and grain products to Texarkana, 
Ark.; p. 210; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Great Northern; new terminal; p. 254. 

Great Northern station; p. 438. 

Griffing, Hiram J.; president American 
Association of Freight agents; p. 1046. 


|. AND S. ORDERS. 


I. & S. 

No. 

241 Jan. 17, p. 123. 
287 March 7, p. 487. 
295 April 11, p. 710. 
304 Jan, 3, p. 29. 
305 Jan, 10, p. 73. 
306 Jan. 10, p. 73. 
307 Jan. 3, p. 29. 
308 Jan. 10, p. 73. 
309 Jan. 10, p. 73. 


311 Jan. 24, 166. 

312 Jan. 24, p. 167. 
313 Jan. 24, p. 167. 
314 Jan. 24, p. 166. 


315 
316 
317 
319 
320 
321 
322 
324 
326 
327 
328 
330 
333 
334 
335 
336 
337 
338 
339 
340 
341 
342 
343 
344 
345 


373 
373 
374 


of 


375 

375 
377 
379 


381 
382 
383 
383 
384 
385 
386 
386 
387 
388 
388 


390 
390 
390 
391 
392 


394 


398 
401 
402 
402 
403 
405 
406 
406 
407 
408 
408 
408 
409 
409 
410 
411 
412 
413 
414 
414 
414 
414 
414 
414 





Jan. 17, p. 123. 
Jan. 24, p. 167. 
Jan. 24, p. 167. 
Feb. 7, p. 300. 
Feb. 7, p. 300. 
Feb. 7, p. 302. 
Feb. 7, p. 302. 


Feb. 7, p. 300. 
Feb. 7, p. 302. 
Feb. 7, p. 300. 
Feb. 28, p. 442. 


7 

2 

Feb. 7, p. 300. 
Feb. 28, p. 
March p. 487. 
March 7, p. 486. 
March 7, p. 486. 
March 7, p. 486, 
Feb. 28, p. 442. 
March 7, p. 487. 
March 7, p. 436. 
March 7, p. 487. 
March 7, p. 487. 
March 7, p. 487. 
March 14, p. 533. 


_ 


March 14, p. 533. 


Jan. 24, p. 167. 
June 20, p. 1263. 
March 7, p. 487. 
April 11, p. 709. 
April 11, p. 709. 
March 28, p. 626. 
April 18, p. 760. 
May 9, p. 923. 
May 2, p. 865. 
April 18, p. 760. 
Jan, 10, p. 73. 
Jan. 3, p. 29. 
May 2, p. 863. 
Jan. 10, p. 72. 
May 2, p. 863. 
May 2, p. 863. 
Jan. 3, p. 29. 
Jan, 24, p. 167. 
Jan. 10, p. 72. 
Feb. 7, p. 300. 
May 2, p. 863. 
Jan. 10, p. 72. 
Feb. 7, p. 302. 
May 2, p. 864. 
Jan. 10, p. 72. 
May 9, p. 923. 
March 7, p. 486. 
Jan. 17, p. 123. 
May 9, p. 923. 
Jan, 24, p. 167. 
May 30, p. 1110. 
Jan. 24, p. 167. 
Jan, 24, p. 167. 
May 9, p. 923. 
Feb. 7, p. 300. 
Feb. 7, p. 300. 
May 9, p. 923. 
Feb. 7, p. 300. 
May 9, Pp. 923. 
March 7, p. 486. 
Feb. 14, p. 344. 
Feb. 14, p. 344. 
June 13, p. 1213. 
March 7, p. 486. 
March 7, p. 486. 
June 20, p. 1263. 
Feb. 28, p. 442. 
Feb. 28, p. 442. 
June 13, p. 1213. 
March 7, p. 486. 
June 13, p. 1213. 
April 11, p. 710. 
March 28, p. 626. 
June 13, p. 1213. 
March 7, p. 486. 
March 7, p. 487. 
June 20, p. 1263. 
March 7, p. 486. 
March 7, p. ; 
March 14, p. 533. 
March 14, p. 5 
March 14, p. 533. 
March 28, p. 626. 
March 28, p. 626. 
March 28, p. 626. 
April 25, p. 820. 
March 28, p. 626. 


March 28, p. 626. 


March 28, p. 626. 
May 9, p. 923 


March 28, p. 626. 


March 28, p. 627. 
April 11, p. 709. 
May 2, p. 863. 
April 11, p. 709. 
April 11, p. 710. 
April 4, p. 670. 
April 4, p. 670. 
April 4, p. 669. 
April 4, p. 669. 
April 4, p. 669. 
May 2, p. 863. 
May 2, p. 864. 
May 16, p. 1022. 
May 23, p. 1070. 
May 30, p. 1110. 








414 June 20, p. 1263. 
415 April 4, p. 669. 
416 April 4, bo. 

417 April 4, p. 669. 

418 April 4, p. 670. 

419 April 4, p. 670. 

420 April 11, p. 710. 

420 April 25, p. 820. 

421 April 4, p. 670. 

421 May 9, p. 923. 

422 April 11, p. 709. 

423 April 11, p. 710. 

424 April 11, p. 709. 

426 April 11, p. 710. 

427 April 18, p. 760. 

428 April 18, p. 760. 

430 May 2, p. 865. 

431 April 25, p. 820. 

431 May 2, p. 863. 

431 May 2, p. 865. 

431 May 16, p. 1022. 

432 May 16, p. 1022. 

434 April 25, p. 820. 

436 April 25, p. 820. 

438 April 25, p. 820. 

439 April 25, p. 820. 

440 May 2, p. 863. 

440 May 9, p. 923. 

441 May 2, p. 863. 

442 May 2, p. 865. 

443 May 2, p. 8665. 

443 May 23, p, 1070. 

444 May 9, p. 923. 

444 May 30, p. 1110. 

444 June 6, p. 1182. 

446 May 2, p. 864. 

447 May 2, p. 864. 

445 May 2, p. 864. 

448 May 2, p. 865. 

448 May 9, p. 923. 

448 May 16, p. 1022. 

448 May 16, p. 1022. 

448 June 13, p. 1213. 

449 May 2, p. 865. 

450 May 9: p. 923. 

451 May 2, p. 864 

452 May 16, p. 

453 May 16, p 

454 May 16, p 

455 May 23, p 

455 May 23, p. . 

456 May 23, p. 1070. 

458 May 23, p. 

459 May 30, p 

460 May 30, p 

461 June 13, p. 

462 June 6, p. 1182. 
463 June 6, p. 1182. 
464 June 6, p. 1182. 
466 June 6, p. 1182. 
466 June 13, p. 1213. 
469 June 6, p. 1182. 
470 June 13, p. 1213. 
471 June 20, 
472 June 20, 
474 June 20, 
475 June 20, 
476 June 20, 
477 June 27, 
478 June 27, 
479 June 27, 
480 June 27, 

Icing charge; in re- refrigeration charges 
on fruits and vegetables from Colorado 
to Kansas points; p. 615; see decisions 
et: ¢. & 

Illinois; Public Utility Commission suc- 
ceeds Railroad & Warehouse Commis- 
sion; p. 92. 

Industrial lines; questions sent to them 
by L. C. C.; p. 924. 

Industrial Railways case; in re allow- 
ances to short lines of railways serv- 
ing industries; p. 218; see decisions of 
Ss & 

Industrial Railways; New York and Penn- 
Sylvania Commissions depart from I. C. 
Cc, ruling; p. 1069. 

Industrial Railways case; analysis and 
proposed solution by Andrew R. Sheriff: 
p. 919. 

Industrial Railways case (Editorial); pp. 
1141, 1237. 

Industrial Railways case; order obtained 
for Commission to show cause, p. 1111; 
Commission files motion to be dis- 
missed, p. 1178; Commission announces 
intention to issue order; p. 1264. 

Industrial railway hearing; pp. 442, 478. 

Industrial switching; article by P. H. 
Combes; p. 480. 

Industrial switching allowances; article 
by A. R. Sheriff; p. 393. 

Indianapolis traction congestion (Short 
Haul Dept.): p. 1226. 

Injured goods; right of consignee to re- 
fuse (Legal Dept.); p. 1268. 

Inman, Akers, and Inman vs. Atlantic 
Coast Line; argument; p. 142. 

Inspection; consignee’s right of (Legal 
Dept.); p. 926. 
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Intermountain decision (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 1287. 

Intermountain rate case; Supreme Court 

decision; p. 1294. 

lowa cities case; state of Iowa et al 
vs. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis and 
Omaha Ry. Co. et al.; and same vs. 
i a ie Te Se Ue a a ee me FS 
p. 554; see decisions of I. C. C 

Iowa class and commodity rates; Cedar 
Rapids Com, Club. vs. C. R. L & P 
Ry. Co.; Ft. Dodge Shippers’ Assn. vs 
c. G. W. R R. Co.; state of lowa et 
a vv. Cc. & PP. MM. & CO Ry. Co. et 
al.; p. 555; see decisions of fF C. we 

lowa mileage rates prescribed; Iowa State 
Board of Railroad Commissioners vs. 
Arizona Eastern R. R. Co. et al.; p. 6; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

lowa Commission wins; C. M. & St. P 
Ry. Co. plaintit in error, vs. state 0 
Iowa (Supreme Court decision); p. 814 

Iron, ore rate justified; Thomas Iron Co 
vs. Pennsvivania Railroad Co. et al.; p 
53: see decisions of I. C. C. 

Iron and steel; Oklahoma Traffic Asso- 
ciation vs. Atchison, Topeka and Santa 
Fe Ry. et al.; p. 310; see decisions of 
oa 

Iron and steel; in re rates on articles 
between Chicago, St. Louis, St. Paul, 
ete. and Des Moines, Sioux City, Sioux 
Falls, ete.; p. 1048; see decisions of 
i an % 

Iron ore investigation, pp. 1072, 1122 

Iron pipe; Standard Oil Co. vs. P. Co 
et al.; p. 511; see decisions of I. C, C 

Jurisdiction of Commission; decision of 
Indiana Supreme Court; p. 627 

Kansas City terminal situation; p. 1293 

Kenly, John R president of Atlanti¢ 
Coast Line; p. 127. 

Kentucky Commission; wins case brought 
by L. & N. railroad; p. 1070 

Kentucky rates adjusted by State Com- 
mission; p. 540. 


¢ 


Knight, George W traffic manage! 
Western Fruit Jobbers’ Assn.; p. 142. 
Lackawanna case U. Ss. Cireuit Court 


dismisses suit brought by government 
under commodities clause; p 749 


LaFollette, Senator: charges conspiracy in 
advance rate case; p. 910. 
LaFollette’s charges: communication from 


J. J. Dauch; p. 1077. 

LaFollette resolution (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 8389. 

Leather, sole and raw; Chamber of Com- 
merce, Freight Bureau, Macon, Ga., vs 
oe, <0 ee ee ay 4. BO BE: DB. 


1202 see decisions of I eae 


LEGAL DEPARTMENT: 


Allowances; freight allowances in dam- 
aged shipments; p. 586 

Average demurrage plan; applicable to 
different equipment in offsetting 
debit; p. 489. 

Bill of lading prima facie evidence of 
contents; p. 535 
Billing; conflict between route and 
rate; p. 250 

Breaking bulk of shipment moving 
under through rate; p. 773. 

Carmack Amendment; applied to recon- 
signed shipments; p. 1183 

Carriage; when contract begins; p. 1183 

Cars; carriers’ duty to furnish and 
transport them if route is available 
p. 633 

Charge; L. C. L. charge exceeding ‘ 
L. charge of freight loaded by car- 
rier; p. 671. 

Claim papers lost through carrier's 
negligence; p. 535. 

Claims, against carriers; p. 1268 

Claims; reasonable time within which 
to file; p. 488. 

Claims; presentation to carriers; p. 1126 

Combination of. locals a legal rate; p 
82. 

Commodity rates; not always favored 
by Commission; p. 773. 

Conflict between route and rate; p. 773. 

Contract; carrier’s contract for trans- 
portation, not storage; p. 585 

Damage; carrier’s protection of prop- 
erty damaged by floods; p. 585. 

Damaged goods; duty of owner when 
not a total loss; p. 128. 

Damages; measure of to middleman 
under uniform bill of lading; p. 1079. 

Damages, special, in lost shipments; p. 
1308. 

Damages; special; in delayed shipments; 
p. 488. 

Damages, special; recoverable only on 
notice of special circumstances; p. 
1220. 

Demurrage; charges resulting from fail- 


ure of consignee to accept shipment; 
p. 187. 

Demurrage; charges assessed through 
railroad errors should be refunded; p. 
82. 

Demurrage charges: Commission has 
exclusive control; p. 830. 

Delay; resulting from labor strike no 
cause for waiver of demurrage; Pp. 
128. 

Delayed Shipment: 
ages in; p. 717. 

Delayed shipment; uniform bill of lad- 
ing net applicable to; p. 1028. 

Delivery; carrier bound to make it to 
right person; p. 926. 


Measure of dam- 


Delivery; should be made in accord- 
ance with bill of lading; p. 1219. 
Delivery; should be in accordance with 


bill of lading address; p. 250. 
Delivery; at non-agency stations; p 


S77 

Delivery; what constitutes it in order 
consignments; p. &76. 

Delivery at wrong place a conversion; 
p. 128. 


Dunnage; free allowance; p. 397. 

Duplicate shipments; express charges 
on; p. 876 

express charges; on shipments to re- 
place lost or damaged ones; p. 774. 

Express charges; not recoverable in 
damage suits; p. 1028. 

Fourth section; application to interme- 
diate points: p. 1080. 

Freight; consigned to given point and 
reshipped p. 828 

Freight: reshipped to evade higher 
through rate; p. 1269 

Freigh charges carrier entitled to 
them for service fully performed; p 
1126 

Goods in transit Diversion of; p. 717. 

Injured goods; right of consignee to re- 


fuse; p. 1268. 
Inspection; consignee’s right of; p. 926 
Interest on overcharge claims; p. 186 


Liability; of delivering line under trans- 
portation contract; p. 1308 

Liability of consignee for freight; p 
1183. 

Liability of carrier for defects when 


= 


shipper selects car; p. 1127 


Liability consignor liable for freight; 
p. 1079 

Liability of consignor for freight Pp 
1028. 


Liability of carrier on valuation ex- 
cessively declared; p. 876 

Liabilit of carrier for delay in return 
shipments p 828 


Liability; consignor’s; for freight p 
188 

Liability of carrier as warehouseman; 
p 37 

Liability of carrier for misdirection; 
Dp. 337. 


Liability of express companies in ( 
O. D. shipments; p. 186 

Liability; carrier not liable for losses 
arising from acts of public enemy; 
p. 82 

Limiting Liability 
contract of; p.- 717. 
Loading; L. C. L. freight into con- 
signee’s vehicles; p. 1029 

Loading capacity of car larger than 
that ordered; p. 32. 

Local billing: to avoid higher through 
rate; p. 443 

Middleman; paragraph section 3, uni- 
form bill of lading as applied to; p 


Carrier’s waiver of 


926 

Misrouting; consignee should pay law- 
ful rate via route shipment moved 
p. 186 


Misrouting; initial carrier liable: p. 633 

Negligence of shipper contributing to 
loss; p. 250 

Notice of claim filed within four 
months; what constitutes it: p. 397 

Notice of refusal of goods by consignee 
p. 32 

Offsetting claims: not subject to Com- 
mission's jurisdiction; p. 443 

Perishable freight; sale of unclaimed: 
p. S28 

Perishable Freight Time and manner 
of delivery of: p. 718 

Presumption of liability for losses; p 
33. 

tate; should apply according to move- 
ment; p. 1219, 

Rate; loawer rate via competing line; 


Pp. 535. 


Rate: through class applies instead of 
local commodity; p. 338. 

Rate; must apply according to move- 
ment; p. 128. 

Recitals in bill of lading not always 


nao 


conclusive; p. 773. 


XIII. 


Refrigerated shipments; carriers should 
follow shippers’ instructions; p. 186. 
Refund; when error in tariff results in 

higher rates; p. 1309. 

Refusal to accept; carrier need not 
notify consignor; p. 926. 

Responsibility for delivery to wrong 
person; p. 82. 

Reweighing freight in transit; charge 
for; p. 13808. 

Risks; of transportation; consignee as- 
sumes them in straight consignments: 
p. 129. 

Route; right of carrier to select it; p. 
261. 

Route and rate; conflict between; p. 535. 

Routing; shipment should not be routed 
via rail and water without instruc- 
tions; p. 1268 

Routing; duty of carrier when no spe- 
cific instructions are given; p. 671. 
touting, terminal; shipper may direct; 
p. 633. 

Routing; without instructions shipment 
should move via lowest through route; 
p. 633. 

Sale; of unclaimed perishable freight; 
p. 1308. 

Seale weights: have preference over 
estimated weight; p. 1183. 

State can control movement of Inter- 
state Commerce in absence of Fed- 
eral control; p. 32. 

Stoppage in transitu; p. 337. 

Switch connections; shipper’s right to 
them; p. 634. 

Time; within which to deliver goods; 
p. 1219. 

Transportation; free; of company ma- 
terials; p. 671. 

Uniform bill of lading; p. 289 

Uniform bill of lading; section 3, para- 
graph 3; p. 443. 

Uniform bill of lading; paragraph 2, 
section 3: p. 397. 

Unrouted shipments; cheapest available 
route in; p. 443 

Verifying weights cost not usually 
chargeable to carrier: p. 1126 

Weights; may be verified by reweigh- 
ing; p. 671 


Legislation to amend Section 20 (Wash- 
ington Letter); p. 1287. 

Leland. F. A chairman Southwestern 
Tariff Committee: p. 790. 

Lewis, James Hamilton: introduces trin- 
ity of bills (Editorial); pp. 733, 748. 
Liability; consignee liable for freight 

(Legal Dept.); p. 1079. 

Liability; of carrier for defects when 
Shipper selects car (Legal Dept.): p. 
1127. 

Liability: of consignee for freight (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1183. 

Liability; of vessel owner; Laura G 
White vs. Island Transportation Co. 
(Supreme Court decision); p. 813. 

Liability; of carrier for delay in return 
shipments (Legal Dept.); p. 828 

Liability: of carrier on valuation exces- 
sively declared (Legal Dept.): p. 876. 

Liability of consignor for freight (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1028. 

Liability; of carrier for misdirection 
(Legal Dept.); p. 7 

Liability; of carrier as warehouseman 
(Legal Dept.); p. 337. 

Liability for losses, presumption of; p. 

see Legal Department. 

Liability: carrier not liable; p. 82; see 
Legal Department. 

Liabilitv;: of express companies in C. O 
D. shipment (Legal Dept); p. 186. 
Liability; carrier responsible for only de- 
clared value of shipment (Supreme 
Court decision); p 72. 

Liability: consignor’s; for freight (Legal 
Dept.): p. 488 
Liability; of delivering line under trans- 
portation contract (Legal Dept.); p. 
1308 
Lighting freight yards (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 1186. 

Limitation; four months: in the matter 
of bills of lading; discriminations re- 
specting loss and damage claims; p. 413: 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Lime and plaster; Paclfic Coast Gypsum 
Co. et al. vs. Oregon-Washington R. R. 
and Navigation Co. et al.; p. 902; see 
decisions of I. Cc. Cc. 

Limiting Liability; p. 717; see Legal De- 
partment. 

Lincoln, J. C.: address on some trans- 
portation problems; p. 25. 

Litigation of commission (Washington 
Letter); p. 1287. 

Live stock, rates on: Wichita Business 
Assn. vs. Kansas City, Mexico & Orient 
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Ry. Co. et al.; p. 618; see decisions of 
Bis. “one's Ge 

Loading; L. C. L. freight into consignee’s 
vehicies (Legal Dept.); p. 1029. 

Loading capacity of car; p. 32; see Legal 
Department. 

Loading rules (Short Haul Dept.); p. 1130. 

Local Billing (Legal Dept.); p. 443. 

Log rates; in re proposed increases; p. 
377: see decisions of I. C. C. 

Los Angeles switching case; 
Court decisions; p. 1251. 

Los Angeles switching case (Washington 
Letter); p. 1199. 


Supreme 


Loss; railroads give figures showing de- 
crease in business for February, 1914; 
p. 713. 


Loss and damage claims; article by A. M. 
Campbell; p. 117. 

Lumber; Eastman-Gardner & Co. 
ve. LC. BR. Co. et al; p. 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Lumber; export hardwood; Stewart-Greer 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. St. Louis, Iron 
Mountain & Southern Ry. Co. et al.; p. 
284; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Lumber; in re lumber rates from Cairo, 
Thebes, Ill., and other points to stations 


et al. 
308; see 


in Illinois and Fort Madison, Ia.; p. 211; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Lumber; from Arkansas; in re lumber 
rates from points in Arkansas, Louisi- 
ana, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Texas 


and Memphis, Tenn., to points in Iowa 
and other states; p. 155; see decisions of 
2. ee ke 

Lumber; in re rates to Chattanooga; p. 
648: see decisions of I. C. C. 

Lumber; in re rates from North Pacific 


Coast points; p. 898; see decisions of 
LE eS 
Lumber; in re rates from points in Ar- 
kansas and other states to points in 
Iowa, Minnesota and other states: p. 


1058; see decisions of I. C. C. 
Lumber; application for rehearing in 65 
cases demanding reparation denied; p. 


1017. 
Lumber; wagon wood classified as: Sligo 
Iron Store Co. vs. St. Louis & San 


Francisco R. R. Co. et al.; p. 56; see 
decisions of I. Cc. C. 

Lumber; Paducah rates adjusted; Padu- 
eah Board of Trade vs. Illinois Central 
R. R. Co. et al.; p. 579: see decisions of 
SD Ag 

Lumber; rates to Knoxville; p. 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Lumber; in re California-Colorado rates; 
p. 1200; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Lumber and logs; Metropolis Commercial 
Club vs. I. C. R. R. Co. et al.; p. 792; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Lumber trimmings; Green Bros.’ Box and 
Lumber Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co.; p. 
429: see decisions of I. C. C. 

Lust, H. C.; attorney and author: p. 734. 

Maegly. F. C.: article on Santa Fe’s loss 
and damage organization; p. 761. 

Vail delivery: by electric trucks: p. 544. 

Maintenance; how much may be allowed 
for it (Washington Letter): p. 503. 

Malt; in re rates to Texas points; p. 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Marble; in re marble rates from Vermont 
points; p. 602; see decisions of I. Cc. C. 

Marble; Norcross Brothers Co. vs. L. & N. 
R. R. Co. et al.; p. 280; see decisions 
oe 2 &.. €. 

Marking, faulty: C. S. Bracket Co. vs. 
Great Northern Express Co.; p. 651; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Memphis Terminal (Short Haul Dept.); p. 
1274. 

Meyer, Balthasar H., 
rate making:. p. 17. 

Middleman: Pgh. 2. Sec. 3, 
of lading as applied to 
Pp. 926. 

Milk; in re condensed milk rates between 
points in Illinois and Wisconsin; p. 263; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Minimum charge rule; Minneapolis Brew- 
ine Co et al. vs, Atehison. Topeka & 


1288; see 


1102; 


paper on railway 


uniform bill 
(Legal Dept.); 


Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; p. 207; see de- 
cisions of I. Cc. C. 

Minneapolis terminals (Short Haul 
Dept.): p. 1188. 

Miranda, T. U., chief of Traffic Bureau, 
H. & N. Y. Trans. Co.; p. 686. 


Misrouting: initial liable 
Dept.): p. 633. 

Misrouting; consignee must pay rate via 
route shipment moved (Legal Dept.); 
p. 186. 

Mississippi River case; State of Iowa et 
al. vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Ry. Co. et al.; p. 552; see decisions of 
fas 

Missouri grain case: decided by 
commission; p. 528. 


carrier (Legal 


state 
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Missouri; rate cases sent back to state 
courts; p. 1125. 

Mixed carload; hogs and cattle; George 
M. Lee vs. St. Louis Southwestern Ry. 
Co.; p. 276; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Mixing rule; letter from shippers & C. F. 
A. officers: asking that it stand; p. 766. 

Molasses; in re rates from Mobile, Ala.; 
p. 110; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Montana; distributing rates; p. 118. 

Montana pass situation; in the matter of 
the issuance and use of passes, franks 
and free passenger service; p. 412; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Montana grain rates; Senator Walsh ap- 
pears before I. C. C.; p. 1225. 

Mortensen, A. M., article by him on work 
of exposition traffic department; p. 711. 

Moseley; missed as secretary of the Com- 
mission (Washington Letter); p. 411. 

Motor; value of (Short Haul Dept.); p. 
1082. 

Motor Trucks for broken lots; p. 356. 

Motor trucks; actual service of; p. 90. 

Murphy, James T.; defeated for U. S. 
marshal (Washington Letter); p. 411. 

National Industrial Traffic League; meet- 
ing in Cleveland; p. 857. 

Nebraska valuation; p. 627. 

Negligence of shipper; contributing to 
loss (Legal Dept.); p. 250. . 

Newell, James W.; president of 
Claim Association; p. 1198. 

Newcastle switching case; p. 1064. 

New Hampshire coal rates; order of state 
commission; p. 625. 

New Haven inquiry (Washington Letter); 
p. 943. 

New Haven inquiry; pp. 682, 755, 825, 874, 


Freight 


911, 1023, 1047 (Washington Letter), 
1066, 1095 (Washington Letter), 1118, 
1177. 
New Orleans: cotton warehouse (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 930. s 
New York Central Consolidation (Wash- 


ington Letter); p. 839. 

New York Central Consolidation; p. 396. 

North Carolina rates; in re fourth section 
application of A. C. L. R. R. Co. et al. 
for relief respecting class and commod- 
ity rates from Ohio River crossings, 
etc., to North Carolina stations; p. 557; 
see decisions of [. C. C. 

North Dakota express rates; p. 345. 

Notice of claim; filed within four months; 
what constitutes it (Legal Dept.): p 
397. 

Official classification; docket of hearings: 
p. 526. 

Offsetting claims (Legal Dept.); p. 443. 

Ohio River bridge tolls; Norman Lumber 
Co. ot al va. ck. @ RH. RK RB. Co. et a1; 
p. 565; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Oil rates, southwestern; Pacific Creamery 
Co. vs. Southern Pacific Co. et al.j p 
373: see decisions of I. C. C. 

Oklahoma; cannot oust Frisco from state 
(Supreme Court decision); p. 472. 

Onions; ‘in re rates from Chester and 
other points to Duane St. Station, N. 
Y.; p. 1289; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Operation figures; March showing a sur- 
prise (Washington Letter); p. 895. 

Ore; demand for rate not justified; Rich- 
mond-Eureka Mining Co. vs. Eureka 
Nevada Ry. Co. et al.; p. 215; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Orr, James P.; retires as assistant freight 
traffic manager, Pennsylvania Lines. 
Overcharge claims; by L. C. Reeves (the 

Open Forum); p. 437. 

Overcharge claims; interest on 
Dept.): p. 186. 

Oyster men; L. D. Rosenheimer talks to 
them on transportation; p. 1230. 

Packing-house mixtures (Editorial); p. 
305. 

Packing-house products; in re packing- 
house products rating upon traffic orig- 
inating at or destined to points in Ar- 
kansas, Louisiana and Oklahoma; p. 50; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Packing-house products, etc.; in re rates 
from Mason City and other points to 
points in Arkansas and Texas; p. 1049; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Packing-house products; George A. Hor- 
mel & Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. 
et al.; p. 896; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Packing question; p. 446. 

Paducah rate case: Paducah Board of 
Trade vs. Illinois Central R. R. Co. et 
al.; p. 600; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Panama: article by A. M. Mortensen on 
traffic department of exposition; p. 711. 

Panama Canal; effect on railroad traffic 
(Editorial); p. 789. 

Panama Canal tolls (Washington Letter); 
p. 647. 

Pan-American 


(Legal 


Commerce; John Barrett, 


XIII. 23 


director-general of Pan-American Union, 
discusses it; p. 762. 

Parcel post hurts express (Editorial); p. 
45. 

Parcels Post vs. Express; rate scheme of 
Herbert H. Cutler; p. 1018. 
Passenger fares; reduced by L. 

Kentucky; p. 532. 

Passenger fares: Hans Trier vs. C. St 
P. M. & O. Ry. Co. et al.; p. 1053; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Peanuts; in re rates to Oklahoma City; 
p. 1051; see decisions of [. C. C. 

Peanuts; hearing on rates; p. 304. 

Petroleum; American Refining Co. vs. St. 
Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. et al.; 
p. 845; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Petroleum; rate unreasonable; Marshall 
Oil Co. of Iowa vs. Chicago Great West- 
ern R. R. Co. et al; p. 150; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Petroleum; in re Emlenton rates; p. 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Percentage method of _ stating 
(Washington Letter); p. 3. 

Perishable freight; sale of 
(Legal Dept.); p. 828. 

Perishable freight; rules for marking and 
loading; p. 534. 

Perishable freight; p. 
partment. 

Personal injuries; Supreme Court decision 
in case of Antony Farrugia vs. Phila- 
delphia & Reading Ry. Co.; p. 851. 

Phosphate rock; Meridian Fertilizer Fac- 
tory vs. Louisville & Nashville R. R. 
Co. et al.; p. 1240; see decisions of I. 
CS 

Pipe line case (Superme Court decision) ; 
p. 1299. 

Pooling equipment; Traffic 
siders subject; p. 202. 
Pooling special equipment 

141. 

“Pork”? and public railways (Washington 
Letter); p. 143. 

Potash; in re rates on potash and other 


& N. in 


509; 


rates 


unclaimed 


718; see Legal De- 


League con- 


(Editorial); p. 


commodities from North Atlantic sea- 
board points to Cincinnati and other 


points; p. 605; see decisions of I. C. C. 
Potatoes; in re protection of shipments; 
p. 504; see decisions of I. C. C, 

Pre-cooling case; Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Rv. Co. et al. vs. the U. S. 
et al.; p. 318; see Supreme Court de- 
cision. 

Price, F. H., paper on differentials in 
wheat and flour rates; p. 1304. 

Pridham decision (Editorial); p. 941. 


Pridham decision; communication from 
F. C. Gifford; p. 1077. 

Pridham case; communication from J. M. 
Ford. 

Print paper; Lake Superior Paper Co., 


Ltd., vs. D. S. S. & A. Ry. Co. et al.; 
Same vs. Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault 
Ste. Marie Ry. Co. et al.; p. 1149; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Private car inquiry; pp. 31, 122, 173, 242, 
293, 328, 404, 485, 530, 676, 821, 1228. 
1229. 

Private car inquiry (Editorial); p. 141 

Private car lines (Editorial); p. 261. 

Private sidings; communication from C. 
W. Morrison; p. 534. 

Private sidings (Washington 
1199. 

Private track delivery; separate 
for (Washington Letter); p. 306. 

Private track service (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 306. 


Letter); p. 


charge 


Produce; method of bringing it to city 
consumer; p. 402. 

Profit sharing: B. F. Yoakum says it 
would reduce transportation cost; p. 
714. 


Projectiles, classification of; U. S. A. vs. 
Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac 
R. R. Co. et al.; p. 689; see decisions 
os & = 

Prouty, C. A.; address on 
railroads; p. 322. 

Prouty; address on initiation of rates by 
earriers; p. 124. 

Public ownership; demand for it subsid- 
ing (Editorial); p. 501. 

Publicity: railroads courting it 
ington Letter); p. 647. 

Pullman case; answer of 
charges of tipping, etc.; p. 1129. 

Pulpwood, rates in Minnesota; Curry & 
White Co. et al. vs. Duluth & Iron 


valuation of 


(Wash- 


company to 


Range R. R. Co. et al. and Wahlstein 
& Sons vs. Same; p. 691; see decisions 
ok. C.. 8. 

Quality packing (The Open Forum); p. 
164. 

Railway mail pay: pp. 542, 1065, 1179. 

Rate: through class applies instead of 


local commodity (Legal Dept.); p. 338. 
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Rate; should apply according to move- 
ment (Legal Dept.); p. 1219. 

Rate; lower rate by competing line (Legal 
Dept.); p. 535. 

Rate; must apply according to move- 
ment (Legal Dept.); p. 128. 

Rate-breaking points; Wichita Board of 
Trade vs. Abilene & Southern Ry. Co. 
et al.; p. 315; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Rates; should carriers initiate them; ad- 
dress by Commissioner Prouty; p. 124. 

Rates; some of the evidence in advance 
case (Editorial); p. 685. 

Rebates; notices of inquiry as to steel 
corporation; p. 321. 

Recitals, in bill of lading not always con- 
clusive (Legal Dept.); p. 773. 

Reconsignment; at Milwaukee; Charles 
Becker (trading as Wisconsin Coal Co.), 
and Elmore Benjamin Coal Co. vs. Pere 
Marquette R,. R. Co. et al., and Calla- 
way Fuel Co. vs. Same; p. 101; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Reconsignment rules; p. 603; see decisions 
et. &. &, 

Refrigerated shipments; 
follow shippers’ instructions 
Dept.); p. 186. 

Refrigeration; of poultry cars; tests by 
Dept. of Agriculture; p. 1016. 

Refrigeration of perishable freight; arti- 
cle by J. M. Connery; p. 867. 

Refrigeration of fruit cars; article by R. 
V. Gillispie, of St. Louis; p. 699. 

Refrigerator cars; in re minimum weight 
on fresh meats, etc.; p. 1052; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Refund; when error in tariff results in 
higher rate (Legal Dept.); p. 1309. 

Refund on lost ticket; David E. Miller vs. 
A. C. L. R. R. Co. et al.; p. 561; see de- 
cisions of IL. C. C. 

Refusal of goods by consignee; p. 32; see 
Legal Department. 

Refusal to accept; carrier need not notify 
consignor (Legal Dept.); p. 926. 

Refused and undelivered freight; report 
of National Industrial Traffic League 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 1034. 

Relation of rates (Washington Letter); 
p. 306. 

Renewal cost; charged to capital account 
(Editorial); p. 645. 

Reparation; recovery for; Supreme Court 
decision in case of Baer Bros.’ Mer- 
cantile Co. vs. Denver & Rio Grande R. 
R. Co.; p. 1059. 

Reports; traffic features of 1913 railing 
figures; p. 22. 

Responsibility; for delivery to the wrong 
person; p. 82. 

Returns; reasonable, for railways; article 
by Halford Erickson; p. 346. 

Revenues of railways; reports to Jan. 3, 
p. 46; to Jan. 19, p. 184; for February, 
p. 886; for March, p. 1123; March, 1190; 
April, 1259. 

Reweighing freight in transit; charge for 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1308. 

Rice; Memphis Freight Bureau, for Mem- 
phis Rice Mills vs. I. C. R. R. Co. et al.; 
p. 1203; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Rice; Louisiana State Rice Milling Co. vs. 
Morgan’s Louisiana & Texas Railroad & 
Steamship Co.; argument before Com- 
mission; p. 170. 

Rice rates; lawfully published; Port Ar- 
thur Rice Milling Co. vs. Texarkana & 
Fort Smith Ry. Co. et al.; p. 209; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Riley, Charles C.; views on increasing car 
efficiency; p. 353. 

Risks; consignee assumes in straight con- 
signments (Legal Dept.): p. 129. 

— case; settled at Little Rock: 

9 

Roofing; in sheets and rolls; Patent Vul- 
canite Roofing Co. vs. Ahnapee & West- 
ern Ry. Co. et al.; p. 100; see decisions 
Ci. +. ¢. 

Route: right of carrier to select it (Legal 
Dept.); p. 251. 

Route and rate; conflict between (Legal 
Dept.); p. 535. 

Routing; without instructions, shipment 
should move via lowest through route 
(Legal Dept.); p. 633. 

Routing; terminal, shipper may direct 
(Legal Dept.); p. 633. 

Routing; duty of carrier when no specific 
— are given (Legal Dept.); 
p. 671. 

Routing; shipments should not be routed 
via rail and water without instructions 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1268. 

San Ca Terminal (Short Haul Dept.); 
Pp. a 

Sale; of unclaimed perishable freight 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1308. 

— Swift & Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al.; 

. 425; see decisions of I. C. C. 


earriers should 
(Legal 





Santa Rosa case; Santa Rosa Traffic As- 
sociation vs. Southern Pacific Co. et al.; 
p. 216; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Scale weights; have preference over es- 
timated weights (Legal Dept.); p. 1183. 

Schoyer, A. M.; vice-president ‘Pennsyl- 
vania Co.; p. 350. 

Scrap rates reasonable; C. Pardee Works 
vs. Central R. R. Co. of N. J. et al.; p 
467; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Sebastian, John; retiring third vice-presi- 
dent C. R. I. & P. R. R.; p. 98. 

Shingles; Seattle Shingle Co. et al. vs. C. 
M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; p. 1055; see 
decisions of I. C. C 

Shipping club, the scientific (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 1034. 

Shipping platform, economies on; p. 38. 

Shoe Dealers’ Convention; transportation 
committee report; p. 67. 

Short Haul decision; southeastern cases; 
p. 943; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Short Haul problems (Short Haul Dept.); 
p. 1316. 


SHORT HAUL: 
CIENCY ON— 
Alabama; new Southern yard at North 

Birmingham; p. 1316. 

Boxes; canners investigate; p. 826. 

Brewers; buy electrics in Chicago; p. 
136. 

Claim preventive; p. 1130. 

Claims; Frisco plan of payment by 
draft; p. 1131. 

Columbus, Ga.; new freight depot of 
Southern Railway; p. 1082. 

Congestion of traffic; Bush Terminal 
method of curing it; p. 930. 

Containers; for shipping; list 
made; p. 778. 

Conveyor; overhead system; p. 1082. 

Costs; problem of rising; article by J. 
Dauch; p. 298. 

Economies on shipping platform; p. 38 

Economy of freight handling; p. 932. 

Electric hoist; p. 1276. 

Electrification in Oregon; p. 722. 

Fiber boxes; safe sealing of; p. 196. 

Freight handling in Chicago; p. 448. 

Great Northern; new terminal; p. 254. 

Guide; for shippers and receivers; p. 
778. 

Hauling; cutting down cost: p. 88. 

Indianapolis traction congestion; p. 1226. 

Lighting freight yards; p. 1186. 

Loading rules; p. 1130. 

Memphis Terminal; p. 1274. 

Minneapolis Terminals; p. 1188. 

Motor; value of; p. 1082. 

Motor trucks; actual service of: p. 90. 

Motor trucks for broken lots: p. 356. 

New Orleans; cotton warehouse; p. 930. 

Packing question; p. 446. 

Produce; method of bringing it to city 
consumer; p. 402. 

Refused and undelivered freight: report 
of National Industrial Traffic League; 
p. 1034. 

San Diego Terminal: p. 1130. 

Shipping club, the scientific; p. 1034. 

Short Haul problems; p. 1316. 

Southern Railway; improves terminals 
at Chattanooga; pp. 492, 778. 

Station service; bureau of New Haven 
Railroad; p. 1130. 

Steamer line; Philadelphia-New Orleans 
Transportation C gets three new 
ships; p. 134. 

Steel ends for freight cars; p. 40. 

Terminal freight congestion; paper by 
Fred A. Hortter; p. 880. 

Terminals; at Vancouver; p. 1034. 

Terminals; standardization along Mis- 
sissippi River; p. 826. 

Tractor, in saw-mill service; p. 192. 

Tractors; sled device for use in snow; 
p. 720. 

Truck, elevating; p. 1274. 

Truck Market, affected by inadequate 
terminals: p. 1186. 

Trucking costs: p. 256. 

Trucks; data in delivery service; p. 136. 

Trucks, motor; in India; p. 1226. 

Trucks, New England field for; p. 720. 

Virginia; new Southern freight yard at 
Richmond; p. 1316. 


INCREASING EFF!- 


being 


mo 





Shreveport case; Supreme Court decision; 
p. 1208. 

Shrinkage in wotght of cattle; p. 182. 

Simmons, G. : address giving advice to 
railroads: p. “ess. 

Slag; new rates on; p. 1276. 

Sled tractors used in snow; p. 720. 

Soda ash; in re rates on soda ash and 
other commodities from Wyandotte, 
Mich., to Canadian destinations; p. 54; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Southern Ry.; terminal at Chattanooga 


(Short Haul dept.):; p. 778. 


Southern Ry.; improves terminals at 
Chattanooga; p. 492. 

Special services; inquiry suspended; p. 
754. 

Spotting; case of Muncie concerns against 
railroads postponed at Indianapolis; p. 
1305. 

Spotting charge; brief of National Indus- 
trial Traffic League against it; p. 620. 
Spotting charge; by J. M. Cummings (the 

Open Forum) p. 437. 

Spotting charge; brief filed by National 
Paving Brick Manufacturers’ Assn.; Pp. 
763. 

Spotting charge; postponement of hearing 
(Washington Letter); p. 599; postpone- 
ment interpreted; p. 623. 

Spotting charge; argument not wanted 
(Washington Letter); p. 735. 

Spotting charge; (Editorial); pp. 409, 597, 
628, 645, 838, 1197, 1237. 

Spotting tariffs filed; p. 852. 

Spotting tariffs; short notice suspensions: 
p. 1179. 

Spotting tariffs; action by 
Commission; p. 1123. 

Spotting tariffs; protest of National In- 
dustrial Traffic League; p. 1076. 

Springfield proportional rates; Springfield 
Traffic Bureau of Jobbers’ and Manu- 
facturers’ Assn. vs. St. Louis & San 
Francisco R. R. Co. et al.; and Fourth 
Section Application; p. 571; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Sittaples, Charles F.; joins physical valua- 
tion staff of Commission; p. 780. 

State Control of Interstate Commerce; p. 
32; see’ Legal department, 

State within its power; Supreme Court 
decision in case of Kansas City South- 
ern Ry. Co. vs. Jacob Anderson; p. 850. 

Station service; bureau of New Haven 
railroad; (Short Haul dept.); p. 1130. 

Station service inspector; employed by 
Traffic Bureau of St. Louis Business 
Men’s League; pp. 542, 930. 

Staves and Heading; Lucas E. Moore 
Stave Co. vs. Southern Ry. Co. et al.; p 
846: see decisions of I. C. C. 

Steamer-line; Philadelphia-New Orleans 
Transportation Co. gets three new 
ships; p. 134. 

Steamship lines and Panama Canal sec- 
tion (Washington Letter); p. 306. 

Stearic acid: Charles Weisse & Co. vs. 
Cc. H. & D. Ry. Co. et al.; p. 314; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Steel cars; hearing on Roberts bill; p. 183 

Steel ends for freight cars; p. 40. 

Stern, Morris; article on business man 
and traffic; p. 203. 

Stock and Bond bill; pp. 1143 (Washing- 
ton Letter), 1177. 1239 (Washington 
Letter), 1312, 367 (Washington Letter). 

Stone; in re rates on crushed stone from 
McCook and Thornton, Ill., to stations 
in Indiana and Michigan; p. 313; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Stone; in re rates for interstate trans- 
portation of crushed stone from Port 
Deposit, Md., and from other points in 
other states to points in Maryland and 
Delaware; also state of Maryland et al. 
vs. P. R. R. Co. et al.; p. 738; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Stoppage in transitu (Legal dept.); p. 337. 

Storage charge; held reasonable in case 
of Charles K. Parry & Co. vs. P. R. R. 
Co.;: p. 560: see decisions of I. C. C. 

Storage, free, reduction justified; in re 
New Orleans storage rules and regula- 
tions: Dp. 52; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Storage in transit; Newmark 
et al. vs. S. P. Go. et al; 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Storage rules; adopted by National Indus- 
trial Traffic League and American Rail- 
way Assn.; p. 858. 

Storage Rules: I. C. C. indorses code 
adopted by U. I. T. L. and A, R. A.; p. 
1224. 

Store door delivery: Judd & Detwiler. 
Inc., vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al; p. 
1168; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Store door delivery; Merchants’ and Man- 
ufacturers’ Assn. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. 
et al.; p. 1143; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Straw; in re rates to Alton, TIL; p. 563: 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Sugar: B. Maier & Co. vs. Southern 
a Co.; p. 277; see decisions of I. 

1 es 

Sulphuric acid; International Agricultural 
Corporation vs. I. & N. R. Co. et 
al: p. 368: see decisions of I. C. C. . 

Sunday Creek; judgment affirmed by U. 
8. Circuit Court of Appeals: p. 436. 

Supreme Court Decisions (Editorial); p. 
1286. 

Supreme Court 
Letter); p. 1199. 


New York 


Grain Co. 
Pp. 1160; see 


Decisions (Washington 
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SUPREME COURT DECISIONS: 


Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co., 
Southern Pacific Co. and San Pedro, 
Los Angeles & Salt Lake R. R. Co., 
appellants, vs. the United States, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and 
Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange. 
Appeal from the United States Com- 
merce Court, Jan. 26, 1914; No. 590, 
October term, 1913; Feb. 14, p. 318. 

Baer Bros. Mercantile Co,, the, vs. Den- 
ver & Rio Grande R. R. Co.; recovery 
for reparation; p. 1059. 

Boston & Maine R. R., plaintiff in er- 
ror, vs. Katherine Hooker; liability 
for baggage; p. 744. 

California Oil lands decision; p. 1299. 

Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Ry. Co., 
plaintiff in error, vs. State of lowa; 
in error to Supreme Court of the U. 
S.; lowa Commission wins; p. 814. 

LeRoy Fiber Co, vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. 
Co.; damage by fire, responsibility 
for; p. 515. 

Excise tax; held constitutional as im- 
posed on Ohio railways; p. 471. 


Farrugia, Anthony, vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Co.; personal injuries 
case; p. 851. 

Florida East Coast case; full text of 


opinion; p. 1255. 

Great Northern Ry. Co., plaintiff in er- 
ror, vs. Gertrude ©O’Connor. In error 
to the Supreme Court of the State of 
Minnesota, Feb. 24, 1914: No. 473, Oc- 
tober term, 1914; March 7, p. 470. 

Intermountain rate case; text of de- 
cision; p. 1294. 

Kansas City Southern Ry. Co. vs. Jacob 
Anderson; damages for mare killed; 
state within its power; p. 850. 

Cc. R. L & P. Ry. Co. vs. Jelske Cramer; 
liability, carrier responsible for only 
declared value of shipment; p. 472. 

Los Angeles switching case; full 
of opinion; p. 1251. 

Oklahoma; cannot 
state: law held 
472. 

Pipe line case; p. 1299. 

Shreveport case; full text of decision; 
p. 1208. 

Smith, W. W., vs. the State of Texas; 
Texas statute requiring conductor of 
passenger train to have served two 
years as brakeman or conductor of a 
freight train held unconstitutional; p. 
1062. 

Tap-line case; 
1104. 

Tennessee Coal, Iron and R. R. Co. vs. 


text 


oust Frisco from 
unconstitutional; p. 


full text of opinion; Pp. 


Wiley George; full faith and credit 
clause; p. 849. 
Texas & Pacific Ry. Co. vs. Railroad 


Commission of Louisiana; Commis- 
sion upheld in authority to fix rates 
on cottonseed; p. 472. 

Union Lime Co., plaintiff in error, vs. 
Chicago & Northwestern Ry. Co. and 


Eden Independent Lime and Stone 
Co.; p. 743, 
White, Laura G., appellant, vs. Island 


Transportation Co.; appeal from dis- 
trict court of U. S. for western dis- 
trict of Washington; liability of ves- 
sel owner; p. 813. 





Switch connections; shipper’s right to 
them (Legal Dept.); p. 634. 
Switching, at Arcade, N. Y.; p. 1241; see 


decisions of I. C. C. 

Switching; questions asked of carriers in 
free service inquiry; p. 517. 

Switching; charge unreasonable; Botsford 
& Barrett vs. P. R. R. Co.; p. 428; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Switching; at Newcastle, Pa.; Buffalo, 
Rochester & Pittsburgh Ry. Co. vs. 
Pennsylvania Co.; p. 282; see decisions 
ea. ¢& ¢C. 

Switching; in re Chicago switching 
charges; p. 114; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Switching; Waverly Oil Works Co. vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Co. et al.; p. 57; 
See decisions of I. C. C. 

Switching, in Wisconsin; railroad com- 
mission gives decision in case of Dark- 
hausen Coal and Dock Co. and the F. 
Hurlbut Co. vs. the Green Bay & West- 
ern R. R. Co., p. 713. 

Switching allowance; in 
Western R. R. Co.; p. 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Switching charges in Minnesota; p. 479. 


re Muncie & 
1161; see de- 
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Switching charges; J. A. Adams & Sons 
Co., Ltd., et al. vs. Vicksburg, Shreve- 
port & Pacific Ry. Co.; p. 264; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Tampa route and rates; Tampa Board of 
Trade vs. Louisville & Nashville R. R. 
Co. et al., Same vs. I. C, R. R. Co. et 
al.; p. 1099; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Tap line arguments finished (Washing- 
ton Letter); p. 735. 

Tap line case; Supreme Court decision; 
p. 1104. 

Tap line decision 
p. 1095. 

Tap lines; argument in case; pp. 288, 331, 
647, 706 (Washington Letter); 758, 915, 
1216. 

Tap lines; conferences with respect to re- 
storing status as common carriers; pp. 
1264, 1302. 

Tap line decision (Editorial); p. 1093. 

Tap lines and industrial railways (Wash- 
ington Letter); p. 896. 
Tap lines, obligations of 

1285. 
Tap line order; Morgan-Fentress Ry. Co. 


(Washington Letter); 


(Editorial); p. 


relieved from; p. 1251. 
Tariffs; list of agents issuing them; p. 
1124. 


Teams, loss of time of (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 1287. 

Telephones in England (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 791. 

Telford, John J.; 
tion Committee 
Trade; p. 838. 

Terminal freight congestion; article by 
Fred A. Hortter (Short Haul Dept.); p. 
880. 

Terminal railroad decision; U. S. vs. Ter- 
minal Railroad Assn. of St. Louis de- 
cided by U. S. District Court of Mis- 
souri; p. 525. 

Terminals; at Vancouver 
Dept.); p. 1034. 

Terminals; California situation; p. 622. 

Terminals, closed, day of passed (Wash- 
ington Letter); p. 47. 

Terminals; standardization along Missis- 
sippi River (Short Haul Dept.); p. 826. 

Terre Haute rates; Commercial Club of 
Terre Haute et al. vs. Vandalia R. R. 
Co, et al.; p. 380; see decisions of I. 
es. 

Texarkana rates adjusted; Texarkana 
Freight Bureau et al. vs. St. Louis, Iron 
Mountain & Southern Ry. Co. et al.; p. 
9; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Texas statute constitutional; Supreme 
Court decision in case of W. W. Smith 
vs. the State of Texas; p. 1062. 

Thompson, Owen P.; appointed member 
of Illinois Public Utilities Commission; 
p. 70. 

Thorne, Clifford; enters 
advance rate case; p. . 

Time; within which to deliver 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1219. 

Tomatoes; in re rates from Jacksonville; 
p. 564; see decisions of I. C. C. 

To order; rule reasonable; Ludowici- 
Celadon Co. vs. Atlantic Coast Line R 
R. Co.; p. 146; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Tracer claim forms (the Open Forum); 
p. 164. 

Tracing railroad shipment; article writ- 
ten by Lyle C. Lord; p. 531. 

Track-scale test equipment 
Forum); p. 165. 

Tractor; in saw-mill service (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 192. 

neg emma: namee and territories list; 
p. 768. 

Traffic; why business man must know it; 
article by Morris Stern; p. 203. 

Transfer privilege on grain; William F. 
Gadow vs. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneap- 
olis & Omaha Ry. Co, et al.; p. 425; see 
decisions of I. C. C. 

Transportation; free; of company mate- 
rials (Legal Dept.); p. 671. 

Transportation; inadequacy 
(Editorial); p. 1093. 

7 elevating (Short Haul Dept.); p. 
9 


Truck market; affected by 
terminals (Short Haul Dept.); p. 

Truckage charges; p. 628. 

Trucking; Los Angeles concern buys 50 
cars; p. — 

Trucking costs; p. 256. 

nee data concerning detivery service; 
Pp. 136, 


secretary 
Louisville 


Transporta- 
Board of 


(Short Haul 


appearance in 


goods 


(the Open 


of facilities 


inadequate 
1186. 









Trucks, motor; in India (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 1226. 

Trucks; New England field for; p. 720. 

Uniform bill of lading (Legal Dept.); pp. 
289, 397, 443. 

Uniform bill of lading; hearing on; pp. 
168, 171, 181. 

Uniform classification; hearing before 
Senate Committee; pp. 646, 647 (Wash- 
ington Letter). 

Uniform classification; progress made by 
committee; p. 663. 

Union Line Co, case (Supreme Court de- 
cision); p. 743. 

Union Line Co, 
ter); p. 687. 

United States Express 
(Editorial); p. 549. 

Unreported opinions (Editorial); p. 893. 

Unrouted shipments; cheapest available 
route in; (Legal dept.); p. 443. 

Valuation; work done by the Commission; 
p. 583. 

Valuation circular; p. 1301. 

Valuation of railroads; address by C. A. 
Prouty (The Open Forum); p. 322. 

Verifying weights; cost not usually 
chargeable to carrier (Legal dept.); p-. 
1126. 

Voorhees, Edward K.; member of com- 
mittee on unform classification; p. 1300 

Walker, John R.; representative of lum- 
ber interests before I. C. C. 

War; affects interest in railroad matters 
(Washington Letter); p. 839. 

Washington, rates to and from; Chamber 
of Commerce of Washington, D. C., et 


case (Washington Let- 


Co.; its passing 


al. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al. (case 
No. 6052); O. J. De Moll & Co. et al. vs. 
Sou. Ry. Co. et al. (case No. 6058); 
Fourth Section Application 1781; p. 
1165; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Washington rate case; p. 1038. 

Water line carriers; Commission’s duty 
to; p. 619. 


Water line hearings; pp. 391; 431, 916, 
1026, 1078, 1121. 

Water lines; railroads to keep them; p. 
875. 

Waterways 
1045. 

Waterways; movement for 
begun in St. Louis; p. 916. 

Waterways; revival of traffic; p. 1306. 

Weighing; rule modified; S. C. Schenck 
vs. Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. et al.; p. 
286; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Weighing rules; agreement on; (Edito- 
rial); p. 837. 

Weighing rules adopted by National In- 
dustrial Traffic League; p. 857. 

Weights; may be verified by reweighing; 
(Legal dept.); p. 671. 

Western Classification; docket of hear- 
ings; pp. 36, 86, 133, 190, 253, 291, 343, 
400, 715. 770, 819, 918, 1025, 1176, 1260. 

Western Classification; meetings of com- 
mittee; pp. 71, 119, 384, 818, 918, 1112, 
1214, 1262. 

Wheat, in re rates from Oklahoma points 
to Memphis and other points; p. 811; 
see decisions of I. C. C. 

Wheat rates; Arizona Corporation Com- 
mission vs. Arizona & New Mexico Ry. 
one al.; p. 379; see decisions of L 
Cc, ° 

Whitmire, D. C.; traffic manager John 
Magnus Co.; p. 942. 

Wichita; rates discriminatory; Wichita 
Business Assn, vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. 


development (Editorial); p. 


development 


Co. et al; p. 1098; see decisions of 
ys & 
Wickwire; complaint against coke rate 


to Buffalo (Washington Letter); p. 99. 

Windmills, rates on; p. 612; see decisions 
t=. < 

Wisconsin; views of the Commission on 
spotting charge (Washington letter); 
p. 735. 

Womble, W. G.; rate expert North Caro- 
line Commission; p. 1142. 

Wood, W. J.; appointed special examiner 
of the Commission; p. 81. 

Wool; order of reparation; in re alleged 
unreasonable rates and practices in 
transportation of wool, hides and pelts 
from western points to eastern destina- 
tion; Oregon R. R. Commission vs. Ore- 
gon R. R. & Nov. Co. et al.; National 
Wool Growers’ Assn. vs. Oregon Short 
Line R. R. Co. et al.; p. 1290; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. 

Wreck, near Clayton, Ala.; report of In- 
spector Belknap: p. 172. 

Zimmerman, Fred; general freight agent 
L. S. & M. S., etc.; p. 1238. 
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BARNES 


Interstate Transportation 


on 


A PRACTICAL WORK 
Covering All Phases of Interstate Transportation 


SOME OF THE CHAPTER HEADINGS ARE 


Classification 

Rates and Charges 
Long and Short Haul 
Bills of Lading 
Weights and Weighing 
Routes and Routing 
Transit 

Elevation 

Contracts 

Demurrage 


The Traffic Service Bureau, Chicago 
1,400 Pages 


48 Chapters 


Limitation of Liability 
Allowances 

Switches and Switching 
Embargoes 

Damages and Reparation 
Car Per Diem Charges 


_ Pooling Contracts 


Accounts and Records 


_ Reports 
- Penalties and Forfeitures 


Procedure and Practice 


Two Volumes 


DELIVERED PRICE, $7.50 
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pecial Service 


At 


Washinston 


Compiling or Comparing Rates 
Copying Complaints, Tariffs, Etc. 
Entering Appearances 

Reporting Hearings or Arguments 


Acting as Carriers’ Agent as provided 
by Law, etc., etc. 





Our Familiarity with all of the Govern- 
mental Departments and our corps of 

Traffic and Legal Experts equip us for 
' Exceptional Service before all Govern- 
7 mental Departments, The Interstate Com- 
| merce Commission, U. S. Commerce Court, 
as well as the U. S. Supreme Court. 


The Traffic Service Bureau 
Colorado Building 418430 So. Market Sé. 


Washington Chicago 





We have sold more than 600,000 in 6 months 
Standard Freight Claim Forms 


AS APPROVED BY 
THE FREICHT CLAIM ASSOCIATION 
THE VIRCINIA CLAIM CONFERENCE 
NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL TRAFFIC LEACUE 
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RAILWAY COMMISSIONERS 


AND THE 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Will Greatly Facilitate the Handling of Your Claims 


Mr. W. P. Taylor, Secretary of The Freight Claim Association, says:—“Inasmuch 
as it is earnestly desired that these forms be put into universal use, your co-opera- 
tion to the fullest consistent extent, with this end in view, will, of course, be much 
appreciated. It is felt that the use of these forms will be equally beneficial to the 
carriers and the claimants, as, by facilitating the adjustment of claims, they will 
remove what has heretofore been a cause for frequent complaint.” 


TWO KINDS: OVERCHARGE AND LOSS AND DAMAGE 


SCHEDULE OF PRICES 


$ 2.00 Delivered 
3.75 Delivered 
7.50 Delivered 


Quantity prices, with name of railroad or shipper 
imprinted,quoted on request. 


If you need the forms why not get them at headquarters for traffic 
supplies? Then you will know that they are 
absolutely standard. 


READY FOR PROMPT SHIPMENT. 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE BUREAU, 418 South Market Street, CHICAGO 








